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FOREWORD 


In compiling this, the sixth cross-index digest to Tuk Trarric WorLD and TRAFFIC BULLETIN, the same 
general plan that has made the issues preceding so popular has been followed without variation. This basic 
method is now so well known to subscribers that any extended description would be superfluous. Again 
every reported decision of the Interstate Commerce Commission is digested and cross-indexed. Every impor- 
tant Supreme Court decision affecting traffic is given in full; the more important Circuit Court decisions, 
including the famous Minnesota rate case, and the decisions of the state commissions of general interest are 
again covered. 

Some slight idea of the value of the last volume of THe Trarric WorRLD to the shipping public and 
the railroads may be gained when it is stated that in the six months ending June 30, its columns carried 
about 150 decisions of the Commission; leading federal court and state commission decisions and first hand, 
accurate reports of all the hearings and arguments at Washington and Chicago in all the leading cases 
before the Commission and the Commerce Court. Added to this was a wealth of speeches, advance notices 
of hearings, and miscellaneous data—all the traffic news that was worth while. 

In bringing this, information to its subscribers. THe TRAFFIC WoRLD has endeavored to follow out one 


plan: 


ular edition, 


To give its readers, as far as possible, the important events of the traffic field with the despatch of 
a daily newspaper, coupled with the accuracy of the slower monthly. As an 
tioned the special edition of February 25, 1911. 
Commission in the general rate advance cases. 


illustration of this is men- 


In this was published the full text of the decisions of the 
This edition was mailed out a few days following the reg- 
giving subscribers to the Wortp the advantage of the Commission’s opinion before the next 


regular issue was published and before any of its leading contemporaries had furnished its readers with even 
a brief summary of these epoch-making cases. 


In indexing the specific rates the following method has been adopted: 
specific rate, now in effect, is maintained, said rate 
Interstate Commerce Commission, said rate is 


When the reasonableness of a 


is indexed; when a rate is prescribed by order of the 
indexed under its proper commodity heading, but where rep- 


aration is awarded on a rate not now in effect and the reasonableness of the present rate is not in issue, 
the rate upon which reparation is based is not indexed. 


ABSORPTION 
See “Courts, Federal—Refunds.”’ 


ACCIDENTS 
Block Signals: Commission issues re- 
port for 1910; shows increase of 5,511.1 
miles in trackage protected by block 
signals; April 29, p 779. 


Interstate Commerce Commission Acci- 
dent Bulletin No 37: Bulletin covers 
third quarter of 1910, shows total of 
2,948 killed and 19,380 injured on 
steam roads, 321 killed in accidents; 
Feb 18, p 267. . 


ACCOUNTING 

Courts: United States Circuit Court, 
northern district of Illinois, tempo- 
rarily restrains enforcing of Commis- 
sion’s uniform rules on Goodrich 
Transit Co; Jan 7, p 20. 


—See also “Courts, Commerce—Water 
Carriers.”’ 


ACT TO REGULATE COMMERCE 

See also “Act to Regulate Commerce, 
Long and Short Haul.” 

Burden of Proof: The Act to regulate 
commerce as amended in regard to in- 
creased rates should not receive ex- 
actly the same interpretation which 
has been put upon the English Act 
with regard to advanced rates. The 
English Act creates a presumption 
that the rates in effect on Dec 31, 


1892, were reasonable rates and the | 


justice of any increase must be tried 
by that standard, whereas this Act to 
regulate commerce as amended does 


not intend to enact that all rates in | 


effect on Jan 1, 1910, are just and 
reasonable. Upon the contrary, it is 
open to any shipper or to the Com- 
mission to attack such a rate as un- 
just and unreasonable. The only ef- 
fect of our statute is to cast, in cer- 
tain cases, the burden of proof upon 
the carrier. In re Investigation of 
Advances in Rates by Carriers in Offi- 
cial Classification Territory (3400), 20 
I CC Rep, 243; Feb 25, p 3509. 


—The phrase “the burden of proof 
shall be upon the common carrier,’ in 
the Mann-Elkins Act, means that the 
railroad which increases its rates, if 
challenged, must assume to prove to 
the Commission that the increased 
rates are within the words of the de- 
scription and limitation used in the 
act; that is, that they are reasonable 
and just. They must satisfy the mind 
of the Commission of this fact. In re 
Investigation of Advances in Rates 
by Carriers in W T L ete (3500), 20 
I C C Rep, 307; Feb 25, p 334. 

—The distinction between the English 
Act as to increased rates and the Act 
to regulate commerce upon that sub- 
ject is clear. The effect of the Eng- 
lish Act was to cast upon the railway 


company the burden of proving that 
the increase of the rate was reason- 
able, whereas the Act to regulate 
commerce as amended requires the 
carrier to show the reasonableness of 
the increased rate. Under the Act of 
Parliament the carrier is called upon 
to justify the difference between its 
previously existing rate and the rate 
established, while under the Act of 
Congress the carrier is called upon to 
prove that the new rate as a whole 
is reasonable. In re Investigation of 
Advances in Rates by Carriers in W 


T. L, ete (3500), 20 I C C Rep, 307; 
Feb 25, p 234. 


Carmack Amendment: Held, That the 


Carmack amendment making initial 
carrier liable to shipper for luss and 
damage even beyond its own line is 
valid and shipper may recover from 
such carrier, bill of lading exemption 
of such liability notwithstanding. At- 
lantic Coast Line vs Riverside Mills 
(U S Sup Ct); Jan 21, p 130. 


Commodities Clause: While the right 


of a railroad company as a stock- 
holder to use its stock ownership for 
the purpose of a bona fide separate 
administration of the affairs of a cor- 
poration in which it has a stock in- 
terest may not be denied, the use of 
such stock ownership in substance 
for the purpose of destroying the 
entity of a producing, etc., corpora- 
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Act to Regulate Commerce 


tion and of commingling its affairs in 
administration with the affairs of the 
railroad company, so as to make the 
two corporations virtually one, brings 
the railroad company so voluntarily, 
acting as to such producing, etc., 
corporation within the prohibitions of 
the commodities clause. U S vs L V 
Rd Co (U § Sup Ct); April 8, p 611. 

Contracts Violative of: Carriers should 
not make contracts which abrogate 
the Act. Baltimore Butchers‘ Abat- 
toir & Live Stock Co vs P B & W 
et al (2980), 20 I C C Rep, 123; Feb 
25, p 292. 

Fourth Section: See “Act to Regulate 
Commerce—Long and Short Haul,” 
post. 

Section Two: The difference in trans- 
portation conditions must be substan- 
tial in order to remove the applica- 
tion of section 2 of the Act; In re 
Restricted Rates (3053), 20 I C C Rep, 
426; April 1, p 547. 

Section Fifteen: See ‘‘Allowances.”’ 

Wire Companies Subject to Act: 
“Wire Companies.” 


See 


ACT TO REGULATE COMMERCE, Long- 


and-Short Haul 


General 


Branch-Line Rates: If a carrier is au- 
thorized to maintain rates from a 
given pceint not in conformity with the 
fourth section, it may establish upon 
branch lines connecting with the main 
line rates which are higher than such 
intermediate rates by arbitraries or 
branch-line locals without special au- 
thority of the Commission; March 25, 

507. 

Gieuees, Ordinary: Commission issues 
special order permitting ordinary 
changes in rates and fares which are 
included in and covered by applica- 
tions for relief under the long-and- 
short-haul clause filed with the Com- 
mission before Feb 17, continuing 
status quo as to intermediate points, 
ie, discrimination against shall not be 
greater than of Aug 17, 1910; said 
permission to be automatically can- 
celed when Commission passes upon 
applications for relief; Feb 4, p 181. 

Circuitous Routes: Special Examiner 
Thurtell of the Comimssion announces 
that roads pleading for exemption 
from law because of circuity of route 
must show that rates on one line be= 
tween competitive points are in accérd 
with the fourth section; that the ap- 
plicant road is markedly circuitous 
and at a substantial disadvantage 
with respect to traffic at competitive 
points; that the intermediate rates 
bear a reasonable relationship to the 
competitive rates and that there is no 
formal complaint pending against the 
competitive rates; June 24, p 1137. 

Intermediate: Rates, New: Where a car- 
rier has been given permission to dis- 
regard the fourth section and a new 
intermediate station is opened, rates 
from and to such station may be es- 
tablished in harmony with those au- 
thorized by the Commission without 
special authority from the Commis- 
sion; March 25, p 507. 

Intermediate Rates, Reduction: Com- 
mission amends Rule 56, Tariff Circu- 
lar 17-A, permitting carrier to reduce 
intermediate rates higher than charges 
to a more distant point upon one day’s 

notice; Jan 21, p 142. 

Rates, Proper Comparison: Commission 
rules that section applies to all rates, 
but that in comparing rates only those 
of the same type should be consid- 
ered, viz., proportional with propor- 
tional, transshipment with transship- 
ment, excursion with excursion, etc.; 
March 25, p 507. 

Rule 77, Lining up Tariffs with: Time in 
which tariffs naming rates from pro- 
ducing to consuming points, but not 
applicable to intermediate points, must 
be brought in accord with Rule 77 
of Tariff Circular 18-A extended 
from August 1, 1911, to Jan 1, 1912; 
(Fourth Section Circular No 4); June 
17, p 1093. 

Switching, Absorption of: Where the 
absorption of a switching charge at a 
more distant point reduces the total 
transportation charge below that to 
an intermediate point, the fourth sec- 


Rulings 


INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


Class Rates: 


p 853. 
Classes and Commodities: Application of 


points than to points intermediate 
granted ,(Order No 20); May 13, p 
853. 

Coal: Application of Pere Marquette 


Export and Import: 


Express: 


Grain and Grain Products: 





tion is violated, but, in general, this 
continuance of this practice will be 
permitted (March 25, p 507). Com- 
mission issues Fourth Section Order 
No 5, governing switching absorp- 
tions in accordance with previous rul- 
ing on subject; April 8, p 601. 


Specific Rates 


Application of Southern 
Pacific-Atlantic Steamship Lines to 
establish lower rates from Atlantic 
seaboard territory to Sulphur Mines, 
La., than to points intermediate de- 
nied (Order No 4); April 15, p 683. 
—Application of Atlantic Coast line 
et al to maintain lower class rates 
between New York, N. Y., and 
Charleston, 8. C., than to points in- 
termediate granted (Order No 18); 
May 13, p 853. 

—Application of the Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe to maintain lower class 
rates between El Paso, Tex., and 
Peoria, Ariz., than to intermediate 
points denied (Order No 21); May 13, 


West Shore to establish same rates, 
all-rail, between Edgewater and 
Weehawken, N. J., as are in effect via 
lighters or floats temporarily granted 
(Order No 6); April 15, p 683. 
—Application to publish rates from 
Oregon points on Southern Pacific to 
various destinations via Gateway 75 
lower than rates from points interme- 
yo denied (Order No 1); April 15, 
Dp 3. 

—Application to establish rates to 
Southern Pacific points in Oregon via 
Gateway 66 lower than rates to points 
intermediate denied (Order No 2); 
April 15, p 683. 

—Application of Southern Railway to 
establish lower rates at Buntyn, 
Tenn., from interstate points than 
from points intermediate denied (Or- 
der No 9); April 15, p 684. 
—Application of the Rock Island lines 
for permission to maintain lower 
commodity rates from Kansas City, 
Kan., to Watonga, Okla., and to 
Anthony, Kan., denied (No 14); May 
6, p 833. 

—Application of Delaware & Hudson 
to establish lower river-and-rail rates 
from New York harbor free lighter- 
age points to western and southern 


to maintain a $1.75 per ton rate on 
coal from Black Rock and Suspension 
Bridge, N. Y., to Milwaukee, Mani- 
towoc and Kewaunee, Wis., while 
maintaining a $2 rate to Ludington, 
Mich., granted (Order No 12); May 
13, p 852. 
—Application of New York, Ontario 
& Western for permission to main- 
tain lower hard coal rates from Penn- 
Sylvania points to Port Jervis, N. Y., 
than to points intermediate denied 
(No 13); May 6, p 833. 
—Application of Carolina, Clinchfield 
& Ohio to maintain lower rates on 
coal from Dante, Hurricane and 
Clinchfield, Va., to Charleston, S. C., 
for export and coastwise movement 
and for loading into bunkers of ves- 
sels than charged to Charleston and 
points intermediate on domestic traf- 
fic granted (Order No 16) (May 13, 
p 852); loading into bunkers elimi- 
nated; May 20, p 909. 

Commission grants 
temporary approval to Gulf Foreign 
Freight Comm:ttee to violate law with 
respect to certain import rates (Or- 
der No 15); April 29, p 802. 
Application of Western Ex- 
press Co to carry lower rates on fish 
from Montello, Wis., to Chicago, IIl., 
than to points intermediate denied 
(Order No 8); April 15, p 684. 
Application 
of carriers party to Leland’s I C C 
742 to carry lower rates to New Or- 
leans, La., than to Louisiana points 
intermediate denied (Order °o 7); 
April 15, p 684. 
—Application of Canadian Pacific to 
establish rates on grain and grain 
products from western points to sta- 
tions in Maine on the Bangor & 


Act to Regulate Commerce. 








Aroostook, via Brownville Jct., lower 
than rates to points intermediate de- 
nied (Order No 11); April 15, p 685. 


Iron and Steel: Rate of $3.40 per ton 
on iron and steel rods from Struthers. 
O., to Palmer and Worcester, Mass. 
as compared with rate of $3 from 
Monessen, Pa., for a longer haul over 
the same line in the same direction, 
not found to constitute a violation of 
section 4 of the Act as it existed prio: 
to June 18, 1910. Wright Wire Co 
etalvs P & L E et al (3265), 211CC 
Rep, 64; June 3, p 995. 


Lumber—Crossties: Application of 
Nashville, Chattanooga & St Louis to 
establish same rates on crossties as 
applied on lumber from Bon Air and 
points intermediate to Ohio River 
crossings temporarily approved (Order 
No 10); April 15, p 684. 

Passenger Fares: Carriers may not vi- 
olate the provisions of the section in 
order that fares may end in stated 
multiples of five; mileage, party rate 
and half fares should be compared 
with similar fares (Fourth Section 
Circular No 2); April 22, p 758. 
—Carriers in C P A territory given 
permission to maintain, until May 1, 
1912, interstate fares in excess of 
combination of state fares where state 
fares have been reduced by state leg- 
islative or commission action; order 
issued on assumption that reasonable- 
ness of the latter will be tested by 
court procedings (Fourth Section Cir- 
cular No 3 and Order No 19); May 
27, p 969. 

—Applications of Yazoo & Mississippi 
Valley (22), Oregon-Washington Rail- 
road & Navigation Co (24), Missouri 
Pacific (25), Mobile & Ohio (26 and 
80), Oregon-Washington Railroad & 
Navigation Co (31), Iinois Central 
(32), St. Louis & San Francisco 
(33), Missouri, Kansas & Texas (43), 
Santa Fe, Prescott & Phoenix (46), 
Eastern Ry of N M (47), St. Louis 
Southwestern (48), Chicago, Peoria & 
St. Louis (50), Union Pacific (51), to 
violate law that fares may end in 
multiples of five denied; applications 
of Southern Pacific (34, 35, 36, 37, 
38, 39, 41), Missouri, Kansas & Texas 
(44), Union Pacific (51), to charge 
through fares and excess baggage 
rates that exceed sum of locals, rea- 
son not given or clerical errors, de- 
nied; applications of Live Oak, Perry 
& Gulf (23), Baltimore & Ohio (26), 
Missouri Pacific (27), International & 
Great Northern (29), Mobile & Ohio 
(30), Illinois Central (32), Louisiana 
& Guif (42), Oregon-Washington Rail- 
road & Navigation Co (49), Chicago, 
Peoria & St Louis (50), Union Pacific 
(51), Pittsburg, Cleveland, Cincinnati, 
Chicago & St Louis (52), and Gulf, 
Colorado & Santa Fe (53), to meet 
short-line competition or to maintain 
interstate rates in excess of state- 
compelled locals granted—applications 
as to short-line competitive rates in- 
definite, as to exceeding state rates 
limited to May 1, 1912; June 17, p 1095, 
—Application of Seaboard Air Line to 
evade law to make fares end in mul- 
tiples of five denied (54); applications 
of Union Pacific (55), Atchison, To- 
peka & Santa Fe (58, 56) and Minne- 
apolis, St Paul & Sault Ste Marie 
(57) for permission to meet short-line 
competition or to charge interstate 
rates in excess of local state-com- 
pelled rates granted; intermediate 
rates in 55 and 58 not to exceed more 
distant rate unless route via circuitous 
route is not less than 15 per cent 
longer than direct line; applications 
of Seaboard Air Line (54) and Balti- 
more & Ohio (59 and 60), to meet 
short-line competition denied; June 
24, p 1152. 

Textiles: Application to maintain rates 
on cotton sheets and pillow cases 
from Danville, Va., to Ohio and Mis- 
sissippi River crossings lower than 
to. points intermediate temporarily 
granted (Order No 17); May 13, p 852. 

Woodenware: Application of M. P. 
Washburn to file rates on woodenware 
from St. Louis, Louisville and group 
points to Memphis, New Orleans and 
group points lower than to points in- 


termediate denied (Order No 3); April 
5, p 683. 
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Act to Regulate Commerce. 


Special Articles on 


Dillard, F. C., Commerce Attorney, Har- 
riman Lines: Argues that construc- 
tion of clause should not be such as 
would interfere with the free flow of | 
traffic; commercial competition be- 
tween communities and commodities 
a vital force that cannot be ignored; 
effect of competition is not exhausted 
at the Buffalo-Pittsburg line; March 
25, p 508. 

Jeffery, J. C., Commerce Attorney, 
Gould Lines: In brief filed with Com- 
mission, takes position that the ; 
amended fourth section of the Act of 


1910 is not substantially dissimilar 
from criginal provision of Act of 
1887; rail and water competition 


should be recognized as special cases 
requiring exemption from provisions 
of the law; May 6, p 812. 


Stone, Henry L., General Counsel, 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad Com- 
pany: In brief with Commission 


takes position that water route pro- 
vision must be liberally construed or 
a unconstitutional; April 22, 
p ; 


ADAMS, Professor Henry C. 

Retirement from position of chief of 
bureau of statistics and accounts of 
Interstate Commerce Commission an- 
nounced; May 20, p 921. 


ADVANCES IN RATES 
See “Rate Advances” and ‘‘Rates, Rea- 
sonableness of.”’ 


ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES, 
Natural 

See also “Competition—Natural Advan- 
tages.”’ 

Carrier Need Not Counteract: No legal 
obligation rests upon a carrier to 
counteract the result of natural con- 
ditions by a reduction in freight 


rates. National Refining Co vs Cc CC 
& St L (3528), 20 I C C Rep, 649; 
May 20, p 895. 

Inherent to Commodity: The fact 


that carriers undertake to supply re- 
frigeration cannot be interpreted as 
an offer on their part to overcome 
physica! conditions and characteristics 
that are natural to the traffic. 
Georgia Fruit Exchange et al vs Sou 
Ry et al (3322), 20 I C C Rep, 623; 
May 20, p 891. 


AGREEMENTS, Traffic 
See “Traffic Agreements.”’ 


ALABAMA 

Coal: Announced that carriers will re- 
scind proposed increase of 20c per 
ton in rates from Anniston district 
to Birmingham; May 13, p 849. 

Decisions—-Coal Rates: Rate of $1 per 
ton on coal from Birmingham district 
to Jacksonville allowed to remain in 
effect; May 13, p 841. 


ALASKA 

See also “Canadian Board Decisions— 
Alaskan Traffic.”’ 

Jurisdiction: Supreme Court for Dis- 
trict of Columbia refuse petition of 
Humboldt Steamship Company for 
the issuance of a writ of mandamus 
to compel Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to take jurisdiction over 
Alaskan traffic (Jan 14, p 99). Coun- 
sel for Humboldt "Steamship Co file 
appeal; make 14 assignments of er- 
ror (April 1, p 583). Court of Appeals 
for the District holds that Commission 
has jurisdiction over Alaskan traffic; 
reverses lower court and orders is- 
suance of writ of mandamus direct- 


ing Commission to hear relator's 
complaint; June 3, p 1007. 
Rates, Joint Through: Announcement 


made that White Pass & Yukon has 
canceled through tariffs with steam- 
ship lines from Washington and Brit- 
ish Columbia ports; April 22, p 752. 


ALE, Ginger 
See “Liquors.” 


ALIGNMENT OF RATES 
See ‘‘Rate-Making.”’ 


ALLOWANCES 
Compression: See “Rate 
Compression.”’ 

Discriminatory Under Section 15: A 
carrier is not warranted under section 


Hearings— 
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15 of the Act in making an allow- 
ance to one shipper who provides a 
facility and performs a service in the 
transportation of his own property, 
while refusing a similar aliowance to 
another shipper, competing in the 
same markets and in the same line 
of business, who provides a similar 
facility and performs the same service 
in the transportation of his property. 
Federal Sugar Refining Co vs B & O 
et al (2888), 20 I C C Rep, 200; March 
11, p 424 
Industrial Roads:' Commission holds 
informal conference with counsel of 
trunk lines and industrial roads -to 
discuss question of allowances and 
divisions and roads that should be 
allowed compensation; June 10, p 1031. 
Sugar Lighterage: Held, That defend- 
ants should cease from paying Ar- 
buckle Brothers lighterage allowances 
on sugar lightered by Arbuckle from 
the Jay Street Terminal, N. Y., to 
the Jersey terminals of the defend- 
ants, while denying such allowances 
to complainant for lighterage of sugar 
from Pier 24 to said terminals. Fed- 
eral Sugar Refining Co vs B & O et al 
(2888), 20 I C C Rep, 200; March 11, 
424, 
P The fact that Arbuckle Brothers 
operate their deck in Brooklyn as a 
terminal for the defendants does not 
justify an allowance to them for light- 
ering their sugar to the regular sta- 
tions of the defendants on the Jersey 
shore so long as an allowance to the 
complainant for lightering its sugar 
to the same stations from Pier 24 is 
refused. Federal Sugar Refining Co 
vs B & O et al (2888), 20 I C C Rep, 
200; March 11, p 424. 
—The allowances paid by the defend- 
ants on the sugar brought by Ar- 
buckle Brothers on floats and lighters 
to their regular freight stations on 
the Jersey shore, no allowances being 
paid to complainant on sugar brought 
by it on lighters to the same stations, 
result in inequalities, preferences and 
discriminations and are unduly preju- 
dicial to the complainant as a shipper 
over the defendants’ lines in com- 
petition with Arbuckle Brothers in the 
same markets. Federal Sugar Refin- 
ing Co vs B & O et al (2888), 20 I CC 
Rep, 200; March 11, p 424. 
—See also under ‘‘Courts, Commerce— 
Allowances” and “Courts, United 
States Supreme—dAllowances.”’ 


ALTERNATIVE RATES 
See ‘“‘Rates—Alternative.”’ 


AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

Committee on Commercial Law: Fran- 
cis B. James, in opening session of 
committee, dwells on necessity of 
making business laws practical and in 
harmony with sound jurisprudence 
and commercial economies (June 10, p 
1056). Thomas B. Paton, general 
counsel, American Bankers’ Associa- 
tion, addressing committee, declares 
bankers do not oppose full negotiabil- 
ity of bills of lading; legislation on 
subject needed; praises Stevens bill; 
June 10, p 1054. 


AMERICAN-CANADIAN REGULATION 
See “International Rail Commission.” 


AMERICAN RAILWAY ASSOCIATION 
Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission gives tentative approval to 
explanations to Uniform Demurrage 
Code rules as issued by the Associa- 
Association 
makes public explanations of instruc- 
tions to agents on uniform code issued 
explanations of 
rules that were tentatively endorsed 
by Interstate Commerce Commission; 


Demurrage: 


tion (May 6, p 822). 


in -connection with 


May 20, p 917. 
Legislation: 


railway operation have been 
duced 
legislatures; May 13, p 870. 


AMERICAN RAILWAY ASSOCIATION 
Car Supply Reports 


Car Bfficiency Bulletin No 87, 161 roads 
reporting, shows 110,432 surplus cars 
on Jan 4; same roads report shortage 


of 3,508 cars; Jan 14, p 98. 


Car Efficiency Bulletin No 87-A, 154 





Special committee on re- 
lations of railway operation to legis- 
lation reports that 512 bills affecting 
intro- 
in present. sessions of state 


Bags and Bagging 3 


roads reporting, shows 122,297 surplus 
cars on Jan 18; same roads report 
= haat of 2,477 cars; Jan 28, p 
177. 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 89, 160 roads 
reporting, shows 156,355 surplus cars 
on Feb 1; same roads report shortage 
of 1,287 cars; Feb 11, p 219. 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 89-A, 162 
roads reporting, shows 175,609 surplus 
ears on Feb 15; same roads report 
ania of 1,942 cars; Feb 25, p 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 91, 163 roads 
reporting, shows 192,673 surplus cars 
on March 1; same roads report short- 
age of 2,831 cars; March 11, p 459. 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 91-A, 163 
roads reporting, shows 208,527 surplus 
cars on March 15; same roads report 
ted of 1,266 cars; March 25, p 
ovo’, 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 91-B, 163 
roads reporting, shows 196,217 surplus 
cars on March 29; same roads report 
~ a of 1,330 cars; April 8, p 
Dad. 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 93, 168 roads 
reporting, shows 187,219 surplus cars 
on April 12; same roads report short- 
age of 1,166 cars; April 22, p 757. 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 93-A, 168 
roads reporting, shows 189,524 surplus 
cars on April 26; same roads report 
shortage of 2,518 cars; May 6, p 827. 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 95, 174 roads 
reporting, shows 188,847 surplus cars 
on May 10; same roads report short- 
age of 1,569 cars; May 20, p 921. 


Car Efficiency Bulletin No 95-A, 172 
roads reporting, shows 168,233 surplus 
ears op May 24; same roads report 
shortage of 835 cars; June 3, p 1004. 

Car Efficiency Bulletin No 97, 173 roads 
reporting, shows 169,006 surplus cars 
on June 7; same roads report shortage 
of 2,204 cars; June 17, p 1110. 


APPLES 
See “Fruits and Vegetables.” 


ARGUMENTS BEFORE THE COMMIS- 
SION 
Final arguments before the Commis- 
sion, as reported from tirne to time 
in the columns of The Traffic World, 
are indexed under according to sub- 
ject under the heading: ‘‘Rate Hear- 
ings and Arguments.” 


ARKANSAS 

Courts—Tap Line: Attorneys for 
Fourche River Lumber Co ask state 
Supreme Court for rehearing of case 
brought by Bryant Lumber Co; de- 
clare decision of court, upholding 
award of arbitration board that appel- 
lant should pay Bryant company a 
sum equal to divisions received by tap 
line controlled by appellant on Bryant 
tonnage, unlawful and a legalization 
of a rebate (March 18, p 475). Re- 
hearing denied; appeal to United 
States Supreme Court granted; April 
29, p 803. 

Rate Litigation: United States Circuit 
Court, Judge Trieber, makes perma- 
nent injunction against maximum 
freight rate orders of state railroad 
comrnission and two-cent fare law; 
May 13, p 878. 


ASHLAND, Wis, 

Rate Adjustment: Maintenance of 
higher rail-lake-and-rail rates from 
eastern points to Ashland than are 
charged to Duluth is not prohibited 
by the Act to regulate commerce; City 
of Ashland vs N Y C & H R et al 
(2798), 20 I C C Rep, 3; Jan 7, p 12. 


ASSIGNEES 
See “Parties at Law.” 


ATCHISON, TOPEKA & SANTA FE 
RAILWAY 
See “Traffic Agreements.’’ 


BACK FREIGHT CHARGES 
See ‘‘Undercharges.”’ 


BAGS, Burlap 
See “Bags and Bagging.”’ 


BAGS AND BAGGING 
Texas, Intrastate: State railroad com- 
mission authorizes rate of 5¢ on sec- 
ond-hand burlap bags and burlap. 
Galveston to Houston; April 29, p 765. 
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BALTIMORE, Md. 


Deltveries—Live Stock: Held, That de- 
fendants should make live stock de- 
liveries on complainant’s sidetrack at 
Gwynn’s Run; Baltimore Butchers’ 
Abattoir & Live Stock Co vs PB & 
W et al (2980), 20 E C C Rep, 123; 
Feb 25, p 292. 

Switching: Commercial organizations 
announce intention to take fight 
against local switching rates to state 
commission; allege charges are in ex- 
cess of those made in other cities; 
Jan 28, p 177. 


BARBER SHOPS, Station 
See “Facilities—Non-Transportation.”’ 


BARRELS, Wooden 
As carriers for explosives: See “Ex- 
plosives—Containers.”’ 


BASES FOR RATES 
See ‘‘Rate-Making.”’ 


BASKETS 
See “Carriers, Empty.” 


BASSETT, Ira S., Traffic Manager, Cham- 
ber of Commerce, Pittsburg. 
Utterances: Declares co-operation 
thrives in Pittsburg (part of Annual 
Symposium); Jan 7, p 21. 


BEANS = 
See “Fruits and Vegetables. 


BEAUMONT, Tex. 


Differential Rate Adjustment—Rice: 
See “Rice and Rice Products.” 
BEER . 
See “Liquors.” 
PEER KEGS 


See “Carriers, Empty.” 
BELL, Oscar F., Traffic Manager, Crane 
Company. 

Utterances: Growth of traffic clubs 
where shippers and carriers may meet 
on friendly ground significant devel- 
opment of 1910 (part of Annual Sym- 
posium) ; Jan 7, p 21. 


JILLS OF LADING 

Dating: Commission issues second sup- 
plemental order relative to irregu- 
larities in dating, discussing particu- 
larly Cotton bills and switching roaa 
tickets (May 13, p 868). Commission 
withdraws second supplemental order; 
carriers must assume burden of decid- 
ing whether compresses are carrier s 
or shipper’s agencies and date bills 
accordingly; where switching line 
tickets are informal bills of lading, 
carriers may date formal bills con- 
forming thereto, otherwise not; bills 
must also correctly note point of ori- 
gin; bills exchanged for other bills 
must be plainly stamped; May 27, p 
968. 

Exemption of Liability: Bill of lading 
provisions exempting carriers from 
liability for loss or damage beyond 
their own lines held not to defeat the 
effect of the Carmack amendment_ to 
the Act to regulate commerce; A CL 
vs Riverside Mills (U S$ Sup Ct); Jan 
21, p 130. 

frauds: German and English firms that 
lost through forged bills of lading is- 
sued by Knight, Yancey & Co file 
suits against the Southern and Louis- 
ville & Nashville railways to recover 
their losses; allege officers of roads 
were cognizant of forgeries (Jan 21, 
p 126). ¢c 
of Knight, Yancey & Co, sue Southern 
Railway; April 22, p 747. 

—Members of defunct firm of Steele- 
Miller & Co convicted on charge of 
using mails to defraud, in handling 
forged bills of lading; April 29, P 


792. 
wpcomplete: National Industrial Traffic 
League discusses progress toward 


elimina‘ion — — 
bill; April 15, p é 4 
@iability of Carrier Under Uniform 
Bill: Provision fixing liability of car- 


Misbilling: See under “Missbilling.”’ 

Paton, Thomas B., General Counsel, 
American Bankers’ Association: Ad- 
dressing committee on commercial 
law of American Bar Association, de- 
clares bankers do not oppose full 
negotiability of bills of lading; legis- 
lation on subject needed; praises Ste- 
vens bill; June 10, p 1054. 

Preparation of: "Wholesale Merchants’ 
& Manufacturers’ Board of Toledo 
Chamber of Commerce urges ship- 
pers to use more care in filling out 
bills; Feb 18, p 268. 

Standard: Coastwise lines announced 
that hereafter only revised standard 
bills of lading, adopted in March, 1909, 
will be accepted; Jan 21, p 137. 


BILLING 


Computation on 
“Tons, Gross.”’ 


Gross Tons: See 


BILLING GUIDES 
See ‘‘Tariffs—Simplification of.’’ 


BLOCK SIGNALS 
See “Accidents.” 


BOILER INSPECTION 
See “Safety Appliances.” 


BOOKKEEPING 
See “‘Accounting.”’ 


BOOKS 
See ‘‘Publications.”’ 


BOSTON, O. 2 
See “Routes, Through—Specific.”’ 


BOSTON & MAINE RAILROAD 
See “New Hampshire—Rate Litigation.” 


BOTTLES 
See “Carriers, Empty,’ and “Glass and 
Glassware.”’ 


BOYD, E. B., Assistant to Vice-President 
in Charge of Traffic, Gould Lines 
Rate-Making: Has map illustrating 
rate-basing and rate-making points 
prepared; illustrated; April 29, p 783. 


BRANCH-LINE RATES 
See “Act to Regulate Commerce—Long 
and Short Haul.” 


BRICK 

Carrollton, Tex., to Dallas, Tex. (in- 
trastate), rate of two cents, via Frisco, 
authorized by state commission; for- 
eign-line switching at Dallas to be 
absorbed: Feb 18, p 269. 

Danville, Ill., to Cedar Rapids, Ia.: 
Rate of 9 cents on paving brick not 

. found unreasonable. Danville Brick 
Co vs C & N W et al (3313), 201 CC 
Rep, 239; March 11, p 441. 

Express: WHeld, That rates on sample 
bricks shall not exceed merchandise 
pound rates, with a minimum charge 
of 35e. Ohio Face Brick Manufactur- 
ers’ Assn vs Adams et al (3495), 20 
I Cc C Rep, 582; April 29, p 774. 

Mound Valley, Kan., to Tecumseh, 


Neb.: Rate of 12 cents not found 
unreasonable. Nebraska Material Co 


vs C B & Q et al (3154), 20 I CC 
Rep, 89. 

North Carolina: State commission pro- 
mulgates new schedule of brick rates; 
rates range from 65 cents per thou- 
sand bricks for a five-mile haul to 
3.40 for 390 miles; April 29, p 802. 


John Monroe & Co., creditors.) BRIDGE COMPANIES 


Earnings: Bridges are a precarious in- 
vestment; the fact that the earn- 
ings may be greater than in ordinary 
business enterprises is not of itself 
sufficient to make the charges unrea- 
sonable. Board of R R Coms of Ia 
vs Ill Cent et al (1666), 20 I C C Rep, 
181; March 4, p 380. 


expense |BRIDGE TOLLS 


Passenger: See “Passenger 
Tariffs and Tickets.” 


Fares, 


rier for loss or damage to bona fide | RRIEFS 


mvoice price to consignee at the place 
and time of shipment not found un- 
reasonable. Shaffer & Co vs C R I 
& P (3699), 21 1 C C Rep, & May 27, 
=> 935. 


Reviews of some of the briefs filed in 
the more important cases are indexed 
according to subject matter under the 
ment “Rate Hearings and Argu- 
ments.”’ 


Canada 


BROKERAGE CHARGES 
Jurisdiction: Custom-house brokerage 
charges are not within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Commission (Conf Rul); 
April 8, p 614. 


BUILDING MATERIAL 
See “Roofing and Building Material.’ 


BUNCHED CARS 
See ‘“‘Demurrage.”’ 


BURDEN OF PROOF 
See “Act to Regulate Commerce.” 


BURLAP 
See “Bags and Bagging.”’ 





BURNHAM-HANNA-MUNGER CASE 
See “Rate Hearings and Arguments— 
Missouri River Rate Case.’’ 


BUSH, B. F., President, Missouri Pacific 
Railway 
Utterances: Addresses St Joseph 
Prosperity Dinner on “Renewed Ac- 
tivities of the Railroads,’’ new lines 
and enlarged facilities dependent upon 
additional capital; more revenue 
needed to strengthen credit to attract 
investment; June 10, p 1040. 


CALIFORNIA 

Complaints: Board of Harbor Commis- 

sioners of San Pedro attacks rates 
between San Pedro and business dis- 
trict of Los Angeles as exorbitant 
Feb 18, p 260. 
—Discrimination: Steiger Terra Cotta 
Co attacks rates on clay products 
from Sacramento and Lincoln to San 
Francisco; April 15, p 637. 

Decisions: State commission approves 
Western Pacific rates from San 
Francisco to Alturas; advances in 
rates on syrup, sugar, flour and 
canned goods upheld; May 20, p 926 

Demurrage: State commission issues 
order reducing charge from $6 to $5 
per car per day (Feb 25, p 301). te 
scinds reduction in rate, pending hear- 
ing (March 25, p 520). Reaffirms 
former reduction to $3 rate; issues 
rules rélative to ordering cars and 
deposits; April 1, p 536. 

Express: Wells, Fargo & Co cited be- 
fore state commission to show cause 
why its present rates should not be 
condemned; April 22, p 734. 

Legislation—Commerce Court: Consti- 
tutional amendment for the estab- 
lishment of a state commerce court 
proposed; March 4, p 372. 

—New railroad commission law goes 
into effect; commission given right to 
fix actual rates; appeals from de‘ 
cisions can be taken only on consti- 
tutional grounds; orders of commis- 
sion enforceable by contempt pro- 
ceedings; may inquire into physical 
valuation; Feb 18, p 270. 
—Commission Act: State legislature 
passes constiutional amendment pro- 
hibiting increase in rates without per- 
mission of railroad commission; 
March 18, p 492. 

~—Assemblyman Sutherland’s constitu- 
tional amendments with respect to 
commission passed by legisiature and 
will be submitted to people; would 
enlarge commission to five members, 
with six-year .terms, appointed by 
governor; commission to have power 
to fix actul rates; March 25, p 523. 

Rate Advances: Commission issues no- 
tice that no further increases in rates 
will be permitted unless formal ap- 
plication is made to it and passed 
upon; Feb 25, p 301. 

San Joaquin Valley Rate Adjustment: 
State railroad commission, on com- 
plaint of Assocated Jobbers of Los 
Angeles. orders reduction in class rates 
from Los Angeles to San Joaquin Val- 
ley points; San Francisco, through its 
Merchants’ Exchange, protests and 
asks that case be reopened (Jan 21, 
Pp 136). Commission declines to re- 
open case (Feb 11, p 22). San Fran- 
cisco files complaint attacking rates 
from Stockton south into the valley; 
Feb 25, p 301. 


CANADA 
Contracts: Dominion railway commis- 
sion issues order to all carriers under 
its jurisdiction to file copies of all 
contracts used by them in their 
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freight and passenger service; March 
18, p 493. 


Statistical: Report for fiscal year of 


1910 shows that mileage of Canada 
has doubled in 22 years; present mile- 
age 24,731; Feb 18, p 229. 


CANADIAN-AMERICAN REGULATION 


See “International Rail Commission.” 
CANADIAN BOARD DECISIONS 


A 


B 


Cc 


G 


Musical Instruments: 


Pulp: 


Safes: 


Staking Cars—Allowance for: 


laskan Traffic: 
one-third in passenger and freight 
rates, as contained in Joint Passenger 


Tariff C R C No 9, applying be- | 
tween Skaguay and stations in British 
Columbia and Yukon Territory, to and 
including White Horse, ordered; no 
increases in existing rates allowed; 
early financing of Alaskan lines criti- 
cized. Board of Trade of Dawson vs 
White Pass & Yukon Route British 
Yukon Ry et al (Order No 12783); 
March 18, p 478. 

laugas—Classification: Application for 
third class L C L and fifth C L rat- 
ings, instead of second and fourth, 
— Blaugas Co vs Rys; April 8, 
p 622. 

oke: Increase of 30 cents per ton in 
rate on gashouse coke from Black 
Rock, N. Y., to Hamilton, Ont., viz., 
50 to 80 cents, and from 80 cents to 
$1 in rates to Toronto disallowed. 
Myles & Son vs Grand Trunk; March 
18, p 467. 

lassware—Cut: Application for reduc- 
tion in rating on cut glassware from 
double first class to first class de- 
nied. Gundy-Clapperton Co, Ltd, vs 
Rys; April 1, p 586. 

Application for 
a reduction in minimum on musical 
instruments in refrigerator cars from 
12,000 to 10,000 pounds, or order to 
require carriers to install heaters in 
box cars in cold weather, denied. 
Canadian Piano & Organ Mfrs’ Assn 
vs Rys; April 1, p 585. 

Application against advanced 
pulp rate, Thorold, Ont., to Suspen- 
sion Bridge, N. Y., disallowed; action 
before Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion recommended. Davy vs Niagara 
St C & T et al; April 15, p 689. 
Carriers must load safes of less 
than 2,000 pounds weight while offer- 
ing such service on other articles. 
Taylor & Co vs Rys; Murch 18, p 469. 
Carriers 
ordered to make allowance of 500 
pounds in weight for staking open car 
shipments; minimum weights not to 
be reduced because of said allowance. 
Canadian Mfrs’ Assn et al vs Rys 
(Order No 13326); April 15, p 686. 


Switching—Absorption: Upon complaint 


that defendant should have absorbed 
switching charges under section 2 of 
the board’s’ interswitching order, 
Held, That service falls within sec- 
tions 4 and 5 of said order and that 
half of said charges should have been 
absorbed by the carrier. Reparation 
awarded (File 16416). Aitikoken Iron 
op rae vs Can Pac et al; April 29, 
p 795. 


Tobacco—Classification: Application for 


approval of supplement 1 to Canadian 
Classification No 15, advancing five of 
the ratings on tobacco, reducing one L 
C L, eliminating one and leaving 
three unchanged, denied. In re Classi- 
fication; April 8, p 625. 


CANALS 
See “Statistics.’’ 


CANNED GOODS 


Texas, 


Intrastate: State commission 
grants readjustment of ratings; March 
11, p 461. 


CARMACK AMENDMENT 
See ‘‘Act to Regulate Commerce.” 


CARLOADS, Consolidated 
Entitled to Carload Rates: Commissions 


Ownership of Property: 


decision that consolidated carloads are 
entitled to carload rates upheld. I C 
C et alvs DL & W et al (U S Sup 
Ct). April 15, p 669. 

A carrier may 
not make the ownership of property 
tendered for transportation the crite- 
rion by which to measure its charges. 


Tariffs: 


CARLOADS, Excess 
See “Excess Carloads.”’ 


Reduction of at least | CARLOADS, Mixed 
See ‘Classification, Official.’ 


Tariff C R C No 3 and Joint Freight |CARRIERS, Common 


Exra-Common Duties: See “Spur 
Tracks.”’ 
Initial, Liabilty of: The Carmack 


Liability of—Measure of: 


Rates and Routes: 


p 
Terminal Companies: 
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IcCetalveDL& Wetalws| 
Sup Ct); April 15, p 669. 

Commission issues order noti- 
fying carriers that tariffs must be 
lined up in accordance with Supreme 
Court decision in I C Cvs DL & W; 
May 20, p 923. 


amendment to the interstate com- 
merce act making initial carrier liable 
to shipper for loss and damage beyond 
its own lines held valid and control- 
ling and shipper’s right to recover 
thereunder sustained, bill of lading 
provisions to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Atlantic Coast Line vs Riv- 
erside Mills (U S Sup Ct); Jan 21, 
p 130. 

Provision of 
uniform bill of lading fixing amount 
of carrier’s liability to loss and dam- 
age to bona fide invoice price to con- 
signee at time and place of shipment 
not found unreasonable, Shaffer & Co 
vs CRI & P (3609), 21 I C C Rep, 8; 
May 27, p 985. 

—Loading Charges: It appears that 
after a car was partly unloaded, the 
delivering carrier notified the con- 
signee that, owing to a mistake in 
classification, additional charges must 
be paid, and, when the consignee de- 
clined to pay such additional charges, 
insisted that the portion of the car- 
load which had been already removed 
should be returned to the car, which 
the consignee did. Heid, That the ex- 
penditure due to removing and restor- 
ing a part of the carload was the 
direct consequence of the unlawful act 
of the delivering carrier in declining 
to deliver this carload, for which rep- 
aration should be awarded. Schulz 
Co vs CM & St P et al (3486), 20 I 
C C Rep, 403; March 18, p 465. 


—Loss and Damage: Validity of lim- 
ited live stock contract appealed to 
Supreme Court. C St P M & O vs 
Latta; April 29, p 795. 

It is a carrier’s 
duty to provide rates via reasonably 
direct routes. Samuels & Co vs St L 
S W et al (3431), 20 I C C Rep, 646; 
May 27, p 939. 


Sylacuaga & Wetumpka Railroad: With- 


out deciding whether this line is a 

common carrier, it is Held, That with 

respect to traffic of the Kaul Lumber 

Company it is a plant facility. Kaul 

Lumber Co vs Cent of Ga et al (698 

pa Bil 20 I C C Rep, 450; April 1, 
ooo. 


Jurisdiction of 
Commission Over; see “Terminal Com- 
panies—Jurisdiction Over.”’ 


CARRIERS, Empty 
Bottles: 


Held, That estimated weights 
on empties, returned, should not ex- 
ceed the following: 

Loaded. 


doz. quart bottles in cases, 
with or without covers...... 95 Ibs. 
2 doz. 8-ounce pop bottles, in 


to 


cases, with covers.......... 45 Ibs. 
Empty. 
2 doz. quart bottles, in cases, 
with or without covers...... 50 lbs. 
2 doz. 8-ounce bottles, in 
cases, with covers.......... 35 lbs. 


Fremont Bottling Works vs C & N W 


et al (Neb R R Com); Jan 7, p 40. 

—See also “Glass and Glassware.”’ 
Explosives: See “Explosives.’’ 
Milwaukee, Wis., to Sacramento, Cal.: 


Held, That rates on beer barrels and 


kegs should not exceed Class 


rates. 


May 20, p 902. 

Proper: See ‘‘Marking Freight.”’ 

Strawboard and Pasteboard: 
age claims increase the expense of 
carriage and thus affect the rates, it 
is reasonable and to the interest of 
the general shipping public, as well 
as of the carriers, to discourage ship- 








Goerres Cooperage Co vs C M 
& St P et al (3557), 21 I C C Rep, 5; 


As dam- 


Cement, Lime, Etc. 5 





ping methods and the use of shipping 
cases that are lacking in safety. On 
these grounds and upon the facts dis- 
closed by the record; Held, That the 
classification rule of the defendants 
applying minimum weights on ship- 
ments of merchandise, and more par- 
ticularly millinery, packed in ordinary 
pasteboard or strawboard boxes, is 
not unreasonable; nor is the rule un- 
reasonable that provides for the re- 
fusal of such shipments when not’ 
crated. Millinery Jobbers’ Assn vs 
American Expr Co et al (2917), 20 I 
C C Rep, 498; April 15, p 642. 


CARS 
See “Equipment.”’ 


CARS, Bunched 
See ‘‘Demurrage.”’ 


CARS, Private 
Employes of: Porters, cooks or waiters 
on private or chartered Cars moving 
under tariff authority may be carried 
as employes (Conf Rul);. April 8, p 
614. 


CASES, Pillow 
See ‘Textiles.”’ 


CASHMAN BILL 
See ‘‘Minnesota.”’ 


CEMENT, LIME AND PLASTER 

Martins Creek, Pa., to Elizabeth City, 
N. C.: Held, That rate on cement 
should not exceed the sum of the 
intermediate rates on Norfolk, Va. 
Alpha Portland Cement Co vs P R R 
et al (2909), 20 I C C Rep, 640; May 
20, p 894. 

Martins Creek, Pa., to Philadelphia, 
Pa.: Heid, That rate on cement 
should not exceed $1.10 per ton; pro- 
portional of 80 cents restricted to ce- 
ment carried by water from Philadel- 
phia to Wilmington, N. C., and points 
south thereof not found unreasonable 
or prejudicial to Philadelphia. Mari- 
time Exchange et al vs P R R (3219), 
21 I C C Rep, 81; June 17, p 1081. 


Texas, Intrastate: Rate of 14 cents on 
lime from state producing points to 
Beaumont and Orange granted by 
state commission; March 11, p 461. 


—State commission authorizes emer- 
gency rates to meet rates from Ada, 
Okla., on cement, affected by order of 
Interstate Commerce Commission sus- 
pension; March 11, p 461. 


Trans-Missouri Territory: The princi- 
pal carriers in trans-Missouri terri- 
tory filed tariffs to become effective 
Sept 1, 1910, containing new rates and 
charges upon cement from what is 
known as the gas belt in Eastern 
Kansas and Oklahoma, and embrac- 
ing such points as Iola and Chanute, 
Kan., but extending as far north as 
Sugar Creek, Mo., in the neighborhood 
of Kansas City, and as far south as 
Dewey, Okla., to points in Colorado, 
Kansas, Nebraska, and in other states 
embracing a wide range of territory, 
reaching from Illinois on the east into 
practically all trans-Missouri and in- 
termountain territory. They also filed 
tariffs naming advances from Port- 
land, Colo., to points chiefly in Colo- 
rado, Nebraska, Kansas and Wyo- 
ming. These tariffs were suspended 
until July 1, 1911, pending an investi- 
gation under the provisions of sec- 
tion 15 of the statute as amended 
June 18, 1910. Held, That the pro- 
posed rates are not condemned be- 
tween the following points of origin 
and destination, viz., Portland, Colo., 
to all destinations; Kansas City ter- 
ritory and points in Kansas and Okla- 
homa to points in Texas, as contained 
in Southwestern Lines Tariff, I C C 
No 737, Sup No 6; and from Bonner 
Springs and Yocemento, Kan., to va- 
rious points in the states of Colorado, 
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, 
Wyoming and New Mexico, as con- 
tained in tariffs I C C Nos 2318 (Sup 
No 2), 2346 and 2348 of the Union Pa- 
cific Railroad Company. With these 





exceptions, the propriety of the new 
rates and charges has not been shown. 
In re Investigation of Advance in 
Rates on Cement, etc. (I & S 5), 20 
I C C Rep, 588; April 29, p 767. 
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Switching: 


Publication: 


Wayman, J. E. W., 


Terminal: 


Loss and Damage: 





CHARGES, Minimum 
Classification, Official: Minimum charge 


for single shipment advanced from 25 
to 35 cents; May 27, p 970. 
This has been suspended by the Com- 
mission until fall.) 


CHECK WEIGHING 
See “Weights and Weighing—Variations 


in 


CHESAPEAKE & OHIO RAILWAY 
Mergers: 


See “Ohio—Mergers.”’ 


CHICAGO, ILL. 
Freight Schedules: Local shippers angry 


at action of carriers in lengthening 
fast freight schedules to Twin Cities, 
Missouri River points, etc.; Feb 18, 
Pp 237. 

Report that shippers and 
carriers will be unable to agree on 
compromise code of switching rules 
denied (March 4, p 421). State com- 
mission announces it will permit filing 
of rules, subject to complaint; March 
11, p 460. 


CHICAGO TRANSPORTATION ASSOCI- 
a 


TION 


Morton, J. F., Traffic Manager, Chicago 


Association of Commerce: Addresses 
club on the way to ship freight; dual 
duties involved in proper packing, 
marking and routing of traffic; co- 
operation will benefit both shipper and 
carrier; June 10, p 1049. 

Inaugurates publication of 
club monthly known as “‘The Head- 
light;’”’ April 8, p 593. 


Ross, W. L., Vice-President, Chicago & 


Alton Railroad: Addresses association 
on “Railroad Conditions of Today;’’ 
defends pleas for increased rates; 
criticizes scientific management; en- 
dorses publicity in railroad operation; 
April 22, p 734. 

4 State’s Attorney, 
Cook County, Ill.: . Addressing noon- 
day luncheon, declares government 
should keep out of railroad business 
and railroads out of government busi- 
ness; railroads should appeal direct to 
people; May 20, p 921. 


CHICAGO & NORTHWESTERN RAIL- 


WAY COMPANY 

Opens new $23,750,000 pas- 

senger terminal at Chicago; station 

notable for provisions for comfort and 

ta of travelers; June 3, p 
o. 


CHIP-BOARD CARTONS 
See “Paper and Paper Stock.” 


CiIRCUITOUS ROUTES 
See ‘‘Act to Regulate Commerce—Long 


and Short Haul.’’ 


CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONDITIONS 
See ‘‘Act to Regulate Commerce—Sec- 


tion 2.”’ 


CLAIMS 
Delayed Payment: 


The law expressly 
makes it illegal for a varrier to exact 
more than the lawful rate, and the 
Commission will regard it as its duty 
henceforward to enforce this provision 
by indictment in cases where it ap- 
pears that the carrier has wilfully 
required the payment of an illegal 
amount or has refused to make resti- 
tution immediately upon its attention 
being called to its improper and un- 
lawful action. National Refrigerator 
& Butcher Supply Co vs Ill Cent et 
mt i ite 20 I C C Rep, 64; Jan 21, 
p 2. 

—Commissioner Clark, in hearing in 
Woodward, Wight & Co vs Ill Cent, 
denounces dilatory tactics in settling 
Straight overcharge claims; shippers 
and carriers should co-operate; dis- 
cusses proper supporting of claims 
and warns that government will take 
hand unless needless delays are elim- 
inated; Feb 4, p 199. 

Provision of uni- 
form bill of lading fixing liability of 
carrier to bona fide invoice price to 
consignee at time and place of ship- 
ment not found unreasonable. Shaf- 
fer & Co vs CRI & P (3609), 211C 
C Rep, 8; May 27, p 935. 

—Liability for: See ‘Carrier, Initial.’ 


National Industrial Traffic League: Re- 


(Note: | 


Released Valuation: 


Utterances: 


Minnesota, 


ceives reports and discusses offset- 
ting of claims and delay in settlement 
of claims; April 15, p 674. 


Packing Requirements to Restrict: As 


damage claims increase the expense 
of carriage and thus affect the rates, 
it is reasonable and to the interest 
of the general shipping public, as 
well as of the carriers, to discourage 
shipping methods and the use of 
shipping cases that are lacking in 
safety. On these grounds and upon 
the facts disclosed by the record; 
Held, That the classification rule of 
the defendants applying minimum 
weights on shipments of merchandise, 
and more particularly millinery, 
packed in ordinary pasteboard or 
strawboard boxes, is not unreason- 
able; nor is the rule unreasonable that 
provides for the refusal of such ship- 
ments when not crated. Millinery 
Jobbers’ Assn vs American Expr et 
al (2917), 20 I C C Rep, 498; April 15, 
p 642. 


Payment: Commissioner Elmquist, Min- 


nesota, discusses, before St. Paul 
Traffic Club, proposal to penalize car- 
riers for delayed payment and ship- 
pers for presented claims that are not 
well-founded; Feb 11, p 25. 

Where carrier in- 
serts released valuation rate without 
inquiring of shipper the value of the 
property to be shipped, recovery to 
the full value may be had. Ct of 
Apps, Mo, in Leas vs Q O & K C; 
March 4, p 373. 


CLARK, Edgar E., Interstate Commerce 


Commissioner 

Writes letter to Traffic 
Manager Barlow of the Chicago Asso- 
ciation of Cominerce suggesting that 
shippers file duplicate claims in Burn- 
ham-Hanna-Munger case with Com- 
mission, so as to stop the running of 
the statute of limitations; Jan 21, 
p 129. 

—Denounces dilatory tactics in set- 
tling claims; shippers and carriers 
should co-operate; discusses proper 
supporting of claims; Feb 4, p 199. 


CLASSES AND COMMODITIES 
Long and Short Haul: 


Application to 
publish rates from Oregon points on 
Southern Pacific to various destina- 
tions via Gateway 75 lower than rates 
from points intermediate denied (Or- 
der No 1); April 15, p 683. 
—Application to establish rates to 
Southern Pacific stations in Oregon 
via Gateway 66 lower than rates to 
points intermediate denied (Order No 
2); April 15, p 683. 

—Application of West Shore to estab- 
lish same rates between Edgewater 
and Weehawken, N. J., all-rail, as in 
effect via lighters or floats, tempo- 
rarily granted (Order No 6); April 15, 

683 


D 055. 
—Application of Southern Railway to 
establish lower rates from various in- 
terstate points to Buntyn, Tenn., than 
in effect from points intermediate to 
Buntyn denied (Order No 9); April 15, 
684. 
—Application of to maintain lower 
commodity rates from Kansas City, 
Kan., to Watonga, Okla., than to An- 
thony, Kan., via Rock Island lines, 
denied (Order No 14); May 6, p 833. 
—Application of Gulf Foreign Freight 
Committee to continue temporarily 
status quo of import rates violating 
fourth section granted (Order No 15); 
April 29, p 802. 
—Application of Delaware & Hudson 
to establish lower river-and-raii rates 
from New York Harbor free lighter- 
age points to western and southern 
destinations than to points interme- 
ey granted (Order No 20); May 13, 
p 853. 
Intrastate: Reductions in 
commodity rates in 1908 and class 
rates in 1907, declared invalid. Shep- 
ard vs Nor Pac et al, etc. (U S Cir 
Ct); April 15, p 646. 


New Orleans from St. Louis—Rate Ad- 


vanee: Announcement made that pro- 
posed advance in rates to New Orleans 
and other Mississippi Valley points 
has been indefinitely postponed; April 
15, p 699. 


Not Higher Than Class: Louisiana com- 


mission promulgates rule that no 


Official Classification Territory: 


San Francisco, Cal., 


Western: 


Factors: 


Justification of: 


Mantle Fabrics: 


Specific: 


Triplex Cloth: 


p 4. 
Cocoanut Products: 


commodity rate shall be higher than 
the class rate applying on the same 
commodity; March 4, p 398. 

Gen- 
eral advance in commodity rates dis. 
allowed. In re Investigation of Aq. 
vances in Rates by Carriers in Off- 
cial Classification Territory (3400), 
20 I C GC Rep, 248); Feb 25, p 309. 
—See under ‘‘Decisions’’ and ‘Rate 
Advances—Official Classification Ter- 
ritory”’ for fuller treatment. 

to Alturas, Cal., 
Intrastate: Schedule of Western Pa- 
cific approved by state railroad com- 
mission; advances in rates on syrup, 
sugar, flour and canned goods upheld; 
May 20, p 926. 


St. Louis, Mo., to Texas Common Points: 


Advance in commodity rates of Aug 10, 
1910, left undisturbed, subject to com- 
plaint as to individual rates. Rail- 
road Commission of Texas vs A T & 
S F et al (1675), 20 I C C Rep, 463; 
April 1, p 537. 

Advances in commodity rates 
in Western Trunk Line, Trans-Mis- 
souri and Illinois Freight Committee 
territories disallowed. In re Investi- 
gation of Advances in Rates by Car- 
riers in W T L, etc. (3500), 20 I CC 
Rep, 307; Feb 25, p 334. 

—For fuller treatment, see 
“Decisions” and ‘Rate 
Western Territory.” 


under 
Advances— 


CLASSIFICATION 
Chip-Board Cartons: 


Held, That these 
should be rated with wood-pulp car- 
tons. A. George Schulz Co vs CM & 
St P et al (3486), 20 I C C Rep, 403; 
March 18, p 465. 

Canadian commission, in de- 
cision involving blaugas ratings, gives 
principal factors determining classifi- 
cation as risk, bulk, expense of hand- 
ling and value; April 8, p 622. 
Differences in value 
of articles offered for transportation 
cannot be precisely reflected in the 
comparatively small number of classes 
now used for rate-making purposes; 
and in the absence of a showing that 
the rate resulting from the classifica- 
tion is unreasonable or otherwise un- 
lawful, it must fairly appear that a 
particular article is not rated with 
other articles similar in value, weight 
and other essential transportation 
qualities, before the Commission will 
require a change in the classification. 
Caldwell Co vs CI & L et al (3471), 
20 I C C Rep, 412; March 25, p 497. 

In the absence of a 
specific rating, the application of a 
rate of dry goods, N O S§, is justified 
on shipments of knitted cotton fabric 
in tubular form for use as foundation 
material in gas mantles, and not rate 
on netting, N O S. Western Mantle 
Co vs Spokane P & § et al (3172), 
20 I © C Rep, 643; May 20, p 901. 

A specific rate having been 
established on a commodity, it must 
be applied to all grades and qualities 
of said commodity, regardless of the 
use io which commodity may be put. 
Pacific Coast Biscuit Co vs OR & N 
et al (3097), 20 I C C Rep, 38, 178; 
March 4, p 386. 

—See also “Paper and Paper Stock’’— 
Wax.” 

Generally speaking, tri- 
plex cloth may properly take the rate 
applied to dry goods, NOS. Rosen- 
blatt & Sons vs C & N W et al (2977), 
20 I C C Rep, 447; April 1, p 563. 


CLASSIFICATION, Official 
Changes in: 


A. E. Beck, traffic mana- 
ger, Merchants’ & Manufacturers’ 
Association, Baltimore, presents check 
of advances and reductions made by 
No 37; over 25 advances, with even 
greater number of reductions; Jan 7, 


Held, That Nuco- 
line or pure cocoanut oleine, should 
not be rated higher than lard and lard 
compounds; that it is not unjust to 
rate Nucoa Butter and other cocoa- 
nut stearins with cocoa butter and 
substitutes. Nucoa Butter Co vs Erie 
et al (3296), 20 I C C Rep, 174; March 
4, p 883. 

Held, That rating C L, mini- 
mum 20,000 pounds, should not exceed 
second; L C L one and one-half times 
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first. 


Classification 


(3407), 21 I C C Rep, 
p 1086. 
Minimum Charge: Char 


| 
Blumenstein vs P & R et al 


96; June 17, 


ge advanced | 


from 25 to 35 cents (May 27, p 970); 
Commission suspends advance until 


Oct 28; 


Tank ' Material, 
rating on carload shipments in the 
white not found unreasonable. 


well Co 


June 24, p 1137. 
Wooden: 


vs CI & L et 


Fifth class 


Cald- 
al (3471), 20 





IC C Rep, 412; March 25, p 497. 


CLASSIFICATION, Western 


Changes in: 


fears of shippers that changes will be 
made without a hearing being given 
the industrial interest are unfounded; 


Feb 18, 


p 259. 


Roasters, Peanut:.See ‘‘Decisions of the 


Interstate 


Commerce 


Commission— 


Pacific Coast Biscuit Co vs Spokane 
P & S et al (3135), 20 I C C Rep, 546.” 


CLASS RATES 


Ashland, 
Mainte 


Wis., from 
nance of higher 


Eastern Points: 


lake-and-rail 


rates than rail-and-lake rates to Du- 


luth, Minn., not prohibited. 


City of 


Ashland vs N ¥Y C & H R et al (2798), 
20 I C C Rep, 3; Jan 7, p 12. 


Californi 


a, Intrastate: 


State railroad 


commission orders reduction in rates 
from Los Angeles to San Joaquin Val- 
ley points; Jan 21, p 136. 


—See 


“California-San . 


Joaquin Valley 


Rate Adjustment” for further details 
of this case. 

Long and Short Haul: 
Southern Pacific-Atlantic Steamship 


Lines 


to establish 


Application of 


lower rates from 





ka aos 
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yond the powers of the Commission; 
May 13, p 878 

—See 
Rates.”’ 


“Courts, Commerce — Class 


CLEMENTS, Judson C., Chairman, Inter- 


Biographical: 


state Commerce Commission ; 
Sketch of career, illus- 
trated with portrait; Jan 14, p 55. 


CLOTH, Triplex 


See 


“Textiles.”’ 


CLUBS, Traffic and Transportation 
See under specific titles. 


Railroad men declare that | COAL 
Alabama (Intrastate): 


Announced that 
railways will abandon proposed ad- 
vance from Anniston district to Bir- 
mingham; May 13, p 849. 


Birmingham, Ala., District to Jackson- 


Atlantic seaboard territory to Sulphur 


Mines, 
diate 
p 683. 


La,, than 


denied 


to points interme- 
(Order No 4); April 15, 


—Application of Atlantic Coast Line 
et al to maintain lower rates between 


New 


| ae 
granted (Order N 


Zork: . Be Ea 
than to 


and Charleston, 
intermediate points 
o 18); May 13, p 853. 


—Application of Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe to maintain lower class rates 


between E! 


Paso, 


Tex., 


and Peoria, 


Ariz., than to intermediate points de- 
nied (Order No 21); May 13, p 853. 
New York, N. Y., to Chicago, Ill.: Dif- 
ferential river-rail and lake and river- 
and rail rates. See ‘“‘Rate Wars—Class 


Rates 
Official 


present 


scale 


, Classification: 


75-cent 
disallowed. 


Advance over 
New York-Chicago 
In re Investigation 
of Advances in Rates by Carriers in 
Official Classification Territory (3400), 


20 T C C Rep, 243; Feb 25, p 309. 


—See 


Advances—Official Classification Terri- 


under ‘‘Decisio 


ns’’ and ‘Rat 


tory’’ for fuller treatment. 


Portland, East Portland and Local Ore- 
Southern 
United States Circuit Court, sitting at 
to continue, pend- 
final adjudication of the case, 
temporary order against enforcement 
state 


gon 


Portland 


ing 


of 
scale 


South Dakota: 
reduction 
River to 


Points on 


declines 


commission’ 
: Feb 11, p 231. 


s reduced 


State commission orders 
in rates west of Missouri 
seale in effect east, 
Hills roads excepted; allows one cent 
bridge arbitrary on L C L and two on 


L C L business; Feb 11, p 229. 


St. Louis, Mo., to Texas Cormmon 
Points: Held, That rates should not 
exceed the following: 

CHOOS ss wR ES 1* 2 3 4 
| ee eee ree 147 125 104 96 
re a ee A B Cc D 
BERS. UA He's BS 79 70 58 46 


Railroad Commission of Texas vs A 
T & S F et al (1675), 


463; 
Texas 


April 1, p 537. 
Common Points: 


Announcement 
made that steamship lines operating 
out of New York will readjust rates 
to meet all rail cuts ordered by Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. 
road Commission of Texas vs A T & 
S F et al (1675), q. v.; 

Winston-Salem and Durham, N. C., from 
Lynchburg and Roanoke, Va.: 
of Commission in Corporation Com- 
mission of North Carolina vs Norf & 
West et al attacked by carriers in 

Commerce Court on ground that re- 

duction made is confiscatory and be- 


Ra 


Pacific: 


rate 


Black 


20 I C C Rep, 


April 15, p 700. 
Order 
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Carbon Hill, 


Cargo Coal—Ohio: 


Discrimination: 


Eastern Fields: 


Fremont, 






















ville, Ala.: 
continuance of $1 rate per ton; 


13, p 841. 

Ala., to Herbert Switch, 
Tex.: Rate of $3.30 per ton not found 
unreasonable—fourth section not con- 
sidered. Scott vs Tex & N O et al 
(2918), 20 I C C Rep, 167; March 4, 
p 396. 


State commission permits 
May 


“Complaints— 
Assn of 


See 
Pittsburg Vein Operators’ 
Ohio vs P R R et al (4116).”’ 
See “Courts, Federal— 
Diserimination.”’ 

B. Dawson Coleman, 
president of the Operators’ Associa- 
tion of Central Pennsylvania, declares 
that coal men are not yet ready to file 
complaint against rates on bituminous 
coal to tidewater points (Jan 14, p 99); 
Association of Bituminous Coal Opera- 
tors endorses action looking towards 
reduction in rates; Jan 21, p 140. 


Neb., from Southern Fields: 
Heid, That rates from Lexington, My- 
rick, Napoleon, Dover, Higginsville, 
Rich Hill, Foster, Rucker, Ward, Wor- 
land, Ovid, Panama, Williams Spur, 
New Home Mine, Sprague, Browning- 
ton, Hume, Amoret, Anna, Amster- 
dam, Richards and Stotesbury, Mo.; 
Groom, Pleasanton, LaCygne, Pitts- 
burg, Arcadia, Bruce, Coalvale, Co- 
lumbus, Fort Scott, Midway, Scam- 
mon, Weir City, Fuller, Chapman, 
Nelson, Frontenac, Cornell, Englévale, 
Yale, Fleming, Cokedale, Girard, Chic- 
opee and Radley, Kan.; Swart, Mul- 
berry, Minden, Liberal and Mound- 
ville, Mo.; Panama and Poteau, Okla.; 
Spadra, Russellville and Huntington, 
Ark.; and Henryetta and Dawson, 
Okla., to Fremont, Neb., should not 
exceed rates from same poinis to Lin- 
coln, Neb., by more than 10 cents per 
ton. Fremont Commercial Club vs C 
B & Q et al (3377), 21 I C C Rep, 74; 
June 17, p 1077. 












Fremont, Neb., from Western Fields: 
Held, That rates from Alger, Kooi, 
Riverdale, Sheridan, Dietz, Felix, 


Echeta and Kendrick, Wyo., and La- 
fayette and Erie, Colo., should not ex- 
ceed rates from same points to Lit- 
coln, Neb., by more than 10 cents per 
ton. Fremont Commercial Club vs 
CB & Q et al (3377), 21 I C C Rep, 
74; June 17, p 1077. 


Iowa—Courts: United States District 
Court, Judge McPherson, issues tem- 
porary restraining order enjoining 
state commission’s order reducing in- 
trastate rates on soft lump and nut 
coals (Jan 7, p 48). Extends injunc- 
son AP as to protect all roads; Feb 4, 
p 182. 

Kentucky, Intrastate: Rates from Big 
Sandy division of Chesapeake & Ohio 
to Lexington fixed at $1.10 per ton. 
Payne vs C & O (Ky R R Com); 
April 15, p 677. 

Lake Erie Ports from District Bight, 
Ohio: Decision of United States Cir- 
cuit Court enjoining order of Ohio 
commission reducing rates from 90 to 
70 cents per ton on coal for points 
beyond sustained by Circuit Court of 
Appeals; held that rate was beyond 
— of Commission; May 13, 
p 878. 

Long and Short Haul: Application of 
Pere Marquette to mantain rate of 
$1.75 per ton from Black Rock and 
Suspension Bridge, N. Y., to Milwau- 
kee, Manitowoc and Kewaunee, Wis., 
while enforcing $2 to rate to Luding- 





Pittsburg, Pa., District: 






































Colorado 1 





a Ss 


ton, Mich., granted (Order No 12); 
May 13, p §52. 

—Pennsylvania Points to Port Jervis, 
N. Y.: Application of New York, On- 
tario & Western to maintain lower 
rates than to points intermediate de- 
nied (Order No 13); May 6, p 833. 
—Application of Carolina, Clinchfield 
& Ohio to maintain lower rates from 
Dante, Hurricane and Clinchfield, Va., 
to Charleston, 8S. C., for exports, 
coastwise movements and for loading 
into bunkers of vessels than charged 
to Charleston and points intermediate 
on domestic movements granted (Or- 
der No 16); (May 13, p 852). Loading 
into bunkers eliminated; May 20, p 


909. 

Shippers hold 
meeting under auspices of Pittsburg 
Chamber of Commerce to protest 
against alleged unfair relation of rates 
as between Ohio and Pennsylvania 
and West Virginia coal rates; declare 
Pittsburg lake rate unreasonable and 
West Virginia unduly favored; plan 
appeal to Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission (Jan 14, p 89)). Rate fight 
comes to head; Wade Ellis, on behalf 
of Pittsburg district operators, an- 
nounces that complaint will be filed 
against rates from that district to the 
lakes; asks Commission to suspend 
action on West Virginia cargo coal 
rates until the Pittsburg rates have 
been considered; Chamber of Com- 
merce committee declares Pittsburg 
charges excessive; Feb 18, p 249. 

Restricted Rates: See “Rates—Re- 
stricted.”’ 

Steam-Road Rates: Maintenance of 
special rates restricted to use of steam 
roads condemned as unlawful. In re 
Restricted Rates (3053), 20 I © C 
Rep, 426; April 1, p 547. 


Utah: Bills introduced in state legis- 
lature fixing maximum rates, switch- 
ing charges and car service require- 
ments (Feb 18, p 258). Ogden Chan:- 
ber of Commerce endorses bill (March’ 
4, p 409). House kills bill; March 25, 
p 519. 

Wisconsin, Intrastate: Held, That rate 
on soft coal from Milwaukee, Sheboy- 
gan, Manitowoc and Green Bay to 
Fox River Valley points should not 
oneane 65 cents per ton; March 18, p 










COAL COMPANIES—RAILROAD 


See ‘‘Act to Regulate Commerce—Com- 
modities Clause.” 


COAL ROADS 


Pennsylvania: Resolution introduced in 
state senate for an investigation into 
coal roads; April 8, p 610. 


COCOANUT PRODUCTS 


Classification, Official: Held, That pure 
cocoanut oleine, or Nucoline, should 
not be rated higher than lard or lard 
substitutes; that Nucoa Butter and 
other cocoanut stearins are not un- 
reasonably classified when rated with 
cocoa butter and substitutes. Nucoa 
Butter Co vs Erie et al (3296), 201 C 
C Rep, 174; March 4, p 384. 


COKE 


Dual Rates: The maintenance of rates 
dependent or based upon the uses to 
which the coke is put is unlawful. 
Carter White Lead Co vs Norf & West 
“2 (3434), 21 I © C Rep, 41; June 3, 
p “ 


COLEMAN, B. Dawson, President, Cen- 


tral Operators’ Association of Penn- 
sylvania 

Utterances: Declares operators are not 
yet ready to file complaint with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission 
against rates on bituminous to tide- 
water points; Jan 14, p 99. 


COLLECTION OF UNDERCHARGES 
See “Undercharges.”’ 


COLORADO 


Legislation: Denver Chamber of Com- 
merce endorses special freight rate 
committee bills to amend state com- 
mission law and anti-pass measure 
(March 18, p 484). Railroad commit- 
tee of lower house reports railroad 
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commission bill favorably and anti- 
pass bill without recommendation; 
March 25, p 531... 


Rate Adjustment: TEastern rail-and- 
water lines filed special proportional 
rates so as to make through rate to 
Colorado points the same as it was 
before Colorado lines withdrew con- 
~ “apamaaan from old tariffs; Feb 18, p 
269. 


COLUMBIA, S. C. 


Rate Adjustment: Shippers, city offi- 
cials and railroad men confer on rate 
adjustment; complainant made that 
certain competitive points enjoy lower 
rates (June 17, p 1111). Question of 
making complaint to Interstate Com- 
merce Commission referred to counsel 
by Chamber of Commerce and city 
council; June 24, p 1151, 


COMMERCE 


Interstate and Foreign—Defined: Goods 
are in interstate, and necessarily as 
well in foreign, commerce when they 
have actually been started in the 
course of transportation to another 
state or country or delivered to a car- 
rier for transportation. Sou Pac Term 
Co et al vs I C C et al (U S Sup Ct); 
March 4, p 399. 


Interstate—Power to Regulate: The 
power to regulate interstate commerce 
is exclusive and complete and cannot 
be defeated by police or any other 
powers of the state; interstate rates 
are national, and so far as they have 
not been regulated by national au- 
thority they are free from regulation. 
Shepard vs Nor Pac et al, etc (U S 
Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 


Intrastate—Regulation: Effect of Looked 
to: It is the effect, not the terms and 
purpose of state regulation, that the 
court must look to. Shepard vs Nor 
Pac et al, etc (U S Cir Ct); April 15, 
Pp 646. . 


Intrastate—Interstate Regulation of: To 
the extent necessary to regulate and 
protect interstate commerce, Congress 
and the courts may regulate intra- 
state commerce. Shepard vs Nor Pac 
et al, ete (U S Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 

Intrastate—Regulation, Interstate: The 
power of the national government to 
forbid discriminations extends to the 
discriminations caused by the differ- 
ences between state rate reduced by 
intrastate mandate and legal inter- 
state rates. Shepard vs Nor Pac et al 
(U S Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 

Intrastate—Regulation Void: Intrastate 
regulation that burdens interstate 
commerce is void. Shepard vs Nor 
Pac et al, etc (U S Cir Ct); April 15, 
p 646. 

Intrastate—Regulation, Valid Extent of: 
To the extent that it does not sub- 
stantially burden or regulate inter- 
state commerce, a state may regulate 
the intrastate commerce within its 
own borders, but its regulations and 
rates may only remotely affect inter- 
‘state commerce. Shepard vs Nor Pac 
et al, ete (U § Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 


COMMISSION 
See “Brokerage Charges.”’ 


COMMODITIES CLAUSE 
See “Act to Regulate Commerce.” 


COMMON CARRIERS 
See “Carriers, Common.” 


COMMUTATION RATES 


See ‘Passenger Fares, 
Tickets,”’ 


COMPETITION 


Natural Advantages: 
of the Commission to equalize the 
profit and loss results of competing 
operations in different localities by 
overcoming naturul and commercial 
conditions with rate adjustments. 
East St Louis Cotton Oil Co vs St L 
& S F et al (2043), 20 I C C Rep, 37; 
Jan 14, p 75. 


COMPETITION, Water 
See “Rates, Reasonableness of,’’ 


Tariffs and 


and 


“Water Competition.” 


lt is not the duty 


COMPLAINTS FILED WITH THE IN- 
iano COMMERCE COMMIS- 
Abeles, Chas., & Co vs B & O et al 
(3735). Complainants allege they were 
charged unreasonable rate on win- 
dow glass from Utica, O., to Little 
Rock, Ark., March 8, 1909; Jan 7, p 46. 
Abernathy Furniture Co vs A, T&S F 
(4076). Complainant alleges it was 
assessed excessive rate on baby car- 
riages and sleeping coaches from Chi- 
cago, Ill., to Kansas City, Mo., Dec 
14, 1908; May 13, p 873. 

Abingdon Mills vs Sou et al (4166). 
Complainant alleges assessment-of rate 
of $2.23 on 71 bales of cotton duck 
from Huntsville, Ala., to Spokane, 
Wash., was unreasonable; June 24, p 

148. 

Acme Portland Cement Co vs Ameri- 
can Express (3922). Complainant al- 
leges it was charged excessive rates 
on consignment of stock and bonds 
from New York, N Y, to Spokane, 
Wash; March 18, p 485. 


Adams & Co vs Ill Cent (4122). Com- 
plainant alleges L C L rates of $1.13 
on leather in rolls from Chicago, IIl., 
to Hammond, La., and $1.29 on shoes 
L C L from St. Louis, Mo., to Ham- 
mond, are excessive; June 10, p 1059. 

Alabama Lumber & Export Co vs L & 
N et al (4013). Complainant alleges 
rate of 13 cents on lumber from 
Brewton, Ala., to Atlanta, Ga., was 
excessive; April 29, p 798. 

Alderman, D. W., & Sons Co vs A C L 
et al (4130). Complainant alleges 
rate of 234%c on lumber between Ma- 
rion, S. C., and Canton, N. C., is ex- 
cessive; June 10, p 1059. 

,Algert, C. H., vs C, B & Q et al (3736). 
Complainant alleges he was charged 
unreasonable rates on goat and sheep 
skins from Farmington, N. M., to 
Chicago, Ill.; Jan 7, p 45. 

Allen, H. C., vs P R R et al (3777). 
Complainant alleges he was charged 
unreasonable rate on hemlock bark 
between Haukins, N. Y., and New- 
berry, Pa.; Jan 28, p 171. 

Alpha Portland Cement Co vs Bi & O 


et al (3933). Complainant alleges 
rates on cement from Manheim, W. 
Va., district to interstate points are 
> gn discriminatory; March 25, p 


American Lumber & Manufacturing Co 
vs La Ry & Nav Co et al (3690). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
excessive rates on cottonwood from 
ey La., to Reading, Pa.; April 
, Pp . 

American Manufacturing Co vs L & N 
et al (3889). Complainant alleges it 
was charged excessive rate of 23 
cents on scrap iron from Cincinnati, 
ur Chattanooga, Tenn.; March 11, 
Pp § 

American Milling Co vs C, M & St P et 
al (3807). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate on mas- 
quite from Chippewa Falls, Wis., to 
cuore, Ill., November, 1908; Feb 4, p 


American Milling Co vs L H & St L 
(4144). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unjust rates on bags 
from Owensboro, Ky., to Superior, 
a and Duluth, Minn.; June 10, p 

ov. 

Anderson-Tully Co vs St LIM@€&sS 
(4120). Complainant alleges it has 
paid excessive rates on logs from 
Gavin, Ark., to Memphis, Tenn. (for 
manufacture and reshipment beyond); 
June 10, p 1059. 

Anguish, B. D., vs C, I & L et al (3941). 
Complainant alleges rate of 29.1 cents 
on bulk cabbages from Hammond, 
Ind., to Elk River, Minn., is excess- 
ive; March 25, p 526. 

Arabol Mfg Co vs Sou Brook et al 
(4157). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unreasonable rates on 
Sizing frem Bedford, N. Y., to.Brown- 
ville, Lyons Falls and Port Leyden, 
N. Y., and points intermediate; June 
17, p 1106. 

Arizona Brewing Co vs C & N W et al 
(4113). Complainant alleges it has 
been assessed excessive rates on malt 
from Manitowoc, Wis., and Chicago, 
~ to Prescott, Ariz.; June 10, p 


Arizona Railway Commission vs El 
Paso & S W et al (3905). Complain- 
ant, alleges fifth class rate on empty 
second-hand bottles from Bisbee, 
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Ariz., to Los Angeles, Cal., is excess. 
ive; March 11, p 455. 

Arkansas Fertilizer Co vs B & O et qj 
(3758). Complainant alleges that jt 
was charged excessively on shipment 
of muriate of potash from Locust 
Point, Md., to Little Rock, Ark., Jan. 
uary, 1907; Jan 28, p 171. 

Ash Grove Lime & Portland Cement (Co 
et al vs A, T & S F et al (4038), 
Complainants allege rates on cement 
from Iola, Humboldt, Chanute, Mi)- 
dred and Gas, Kan., to Kansas City, 
Mo., are excessive; May 6, p 828. 

Ashland Fire Brick Co et al vs Sou Ry 
et al (3831). Complainants allege 
rates on clay products from Ashland 
and Olive Hill (Ky.) districts to 

ints in southern states are unjust; 
eb 18, p 264. 

Atlantic Refining Co vs B & O et al 
(3721). Complainant alleges it was 
charged excessive rate on petroleum 
oil in tank cars from Philadelphia, 
Pa., to Utica, N. Y., May-December, 
—_ and January-March, 1910; Jan 7, 
p 45. 

Bagley, John L., & Co vs Pere M et al 
(4170). Complainants allege defend- 
ants have failed to provide classifica- 
tion on long cut, fine cut, cut plug 
and grain tobaccos, thereby subject- 
ing them to unreasonable charges, 
June 24, p 1148. 

Baker Commercial Club vs Ore-Wash 
R & N Co et al (4156). Complainant 
alleges class rates from Baker, Ore.. 
to points in Idaho and Oregon are ex- 
cessive; June 17, p 1106. 

Balfour, Guthrie & Co et al vs Ore- 
Wash R & N (3820). Complainants 
allege defendant fails to furnish suit- 
able cars for grain shipments and 
that it puts them to extra charges in 
overing ears furnished; Feb 11, p 


Baltimore Chamber of Commerce vs 
B & O et al (4095). Complainant al- 
leges rates on grain from Illinois, In 
diana and Ohio to Baltimore, Md., do- 
mestic and export, are unjust and 
discriminate in favor of.other sea- 
board cities; May 20, p'922. 

Bancroft, Whitney Co vs, N O & T 
P et al (3785). Complainant alleges 
it was charged unreasonable rate of 
$3.20 on stereotype plates from Cin- 
cinnati, O., and St. Louis, Mo., to 
San Francisco, Cal.; Jan 28, p 171. 

Barber Asphalt Co et al vs C, RI & P 
et al (4098). Complainants allege that 
proportional rates on various classes 
of merchandise between Rock Island, 
Ill., and Des Moines, Ia., are excess- 
ive, in violation of the fourth section 
of the commerce act, and prefer ship- 

ers on or east of the Mississippi 


iver; June 10, p 1051; June 17, p 


1106. 
Barr Chemical Works vs P R R et al 
(4031). Complainant alleges it 


stock from Philadelphia, Pa., to Go- 
wan, N. Y., and from New York, N. 
Y., to Chicago, Ill.; May 6, p 828. 
Belknap, 
(3760). 


Jan 28, p 171. 


Berlin Machine Works vs C, M & St P 
et al (4032).* Complainant alleges it 
has been’ charged unreasonable rates 

L enente of bar, chain, 

ley iron from C F A 


on LC 
lumber and -pu 
points to Beloit, Wis.; May 6, p 828. 


Berry Lumber & Stave Co vs M&O et 
Complainant alleges it has 
been charged excessive rates on logs 
from Alabarha points to Chattanooga, 


al (4137). 


Tenn.; June 10, p 1059. 


Big Four Coal & Coke Co vs C, M & St 
Complainant alleges 
rate of «84% cents on a box car 
loader from Ottumwa, Ia., to Strong, 


P et al (3951). 


Colo., is excessive; April 1, p 589. 
Black, R. R., vs Gt Nor (3873). 


al (3709). 


ville, Wis., Oct 9, 1909; Jan 7, p 45. 
Bluefield Ship 

West et al (3753). 
leges defendants’ 


has 
been charged excessive rates on glue 


C. C., Class Co vs P & R et al 
Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of $2.60 on 
glass prism panels from Philadelphia, 
Pa., to Seattle, Wash., Aug 14, 1909: 


Com- 
plainant alleges he was charged un- 
reasonable rate of 46 cents on bulk 
corn from Sioux City, Ia., to Hins- 
dale, Mont., Dec 15, 1910; March 4, p 


414, 
Blodgett Milling Co vs C, M & St P et 
Complainant alleges it was 
e excessive rate on buckwheat 
grain from East Orwell, O., to Janes- 
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| 

WwW. Va., are unjust and put receivers | 
of freight of that place at an unfair | 
disadvantage in the marketing of 
their products; Jan 7, p 45. 
Board of Trade of Carrollton, Ga., vs | 
Cent of Ga et al (3836). Complain- | 
ant alleges it is discriminated against 
because of basing point system of 
rate-making in Georgia; Feb 18, p 


263. 

Board of Trade of Morristown et al vs 
A CL et al (3908). Complainant al- 
leges rates to and from Morristown, 
Tenn., are unjust and unreasonable 
and unduly discriminatory; March 18, 


» 485. | 

Booth Fisheries Co vs P R R et 4 
(3934). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate on salt 
from Cuylerville, N. Y., to Indianap- 
olis, Ind.; March 18, p 485. 

Bower, Wm., & Co vs L, H & St L etal 
(4034). Complainants allege they 

were charged unreasonable rates 





lumber from Lodiburg, Ky., to Frank- 
lin, Columbus, Indianapolis and Chi- 
cago; May 6, p 828. 

Boyce, J. L., vs K C Sou (4016). Com- 
plainant alleges he was charged un- 
reasonable rate of 48c on household 
goods and livestock from Pittsburg, 
Kan., to Horatio, Ark.; May 6, p 828. 

Bridgeman-Russell Co vs Western Exp 
(4007). Complainant alleges rates on 
butter, eggs, boxes and supplies be- 
tween Minneapolis, Minn., and other 
Minnesota points are excessive; April 


29, p 798. | 
3ridgernan-Russell vs Gt Nor et al 
(4121). Complainant alleges rates on 
milk between points on defendant’s 
lines and Duluth, Minn., are unjust 
and discriminate in favor of the Twin 
Cities; June 10, p 1050 
Bristol Door & Lumber Co et al vs 
Nort & West et al (4040). Complain- 
ants allege that they have been sub- 
jected to an unreasonable advance in 
transit rates and privileges on lumber 
at Bristol, Va.-Tenn.; May 6, p 828. 
Broderick & Bascom Rope Co vs St L, 
I M & §S et al (3935). Complainant 
alleges it was assessed unreasonable 
rates on steel wire rope from St. 
Louis, Mo., to Jennings, , January, 
1909; March 18, p 485. } 
Browne Grain Co vs M, La & Tex et | 
al (3996). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unjust rates on baled | 
shucks from Louisiana point to 
Hondo, Tex.; April 29, p 798. - 
Bruce & West Mfg Co vs Erie et al 
(3737). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of $40 per 
car on coarse salt from Retsof, N. Y., 
to Cleveland, O.; Jan 14, p 94. 
Brunswick-Balke-Collender Co vs Grand 
R & I et al (3847). Complainant al- 
leges it was charged unreasonable 
rates on billiard tables and parts from 
Muskegon, Mich., to Spokane, Wash., 
June 30, 1909; Feb 25, p 302. 


Buffalo Steel Co vs N Y C & H R etal 
(3959). Complainant alleges rate of 
16 cents on steel bars from North 
Tonawanda, N. Y., to Ashland, O., is 
excessive and should not exceed 13 
cents; Apirl 1, p 589. 

Burns, €., vs M, K & T (3862). Com- 
plainant alleges he was charged un- 
reasonable rate on emigrants’ mova- 
bles from Junction City, Kan., to 
ws Colo., Jan 22, 1910; Feb 25, p 

Business Men’s League of Albert Lea, 
Minn., vs B & O et al (3910). Com- 
plaint alleges rates from Trunk Line 
territory to Albert Lea, Minn., are 
unjust and unreasonable in that they 
exceed rate to St.. Paul, 101 miles 
more distant from Trunk Line points; 
March 18, p 485. 

Caddo River Lumber Co vs Caddo & 
Choctow et al (4069). Complainant 
alleges it has been charged unrea- 
sonable rates on pine lumber, from 
Spears, Ark., to Gothenburg and 
Stratton, Neb.; May 13, p 873. 

California Pole & Piling Co et al vs Sou 
Pac (4053). Complainants allege they 
have been charged unreasonable rates 
on poles from Oregon points to San 
Francisco, Cal.; May 6, p 828. 

Calvi, John B., vs C, M & St P et al 
(3821). Complainant alleges he was as- 
sessed unreasonable rate of 36.5 cents 
per cwt on an iron flag le taking 
two cars, shipped from Verona, Pa., 
8 Iron Mountain, Mich.; Feb 11, p 
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Capital Electric Co vs C, RI & P et al 
3927). Complainant alleges rate of 
$2.65 on washing machines from Grin- 
nell, Ia., to Salt Lake City, Utah, is 
yeaa and unreasonable; March 18, p 


Carpenter, J. S. (lowa Bridge Co) vs St 
L,I M & 8S et al (4029). omplainant 
alleges he has been charged unrea- 
sonable rates on bridge iron from St. 
Louis, Mo., to Iowa and South Da- 
kota points; May 6, p 828. 

Carpenter-Cook Co vs L & N et al 
(4174). Complainant alleges rate of 
42c on coffee from New Orleans, La., 
to Menominee, Mich., is unjust; June 
24, p 1148. 

Carsentif & Anson Co vs P R R et al 
(3875). Complainant alleges unrea- 
sonable rates on merchandise from 
Atlantic seaboard to Salt Lake City, 
Utah; March 4, p 414. 

Carstens Packing Co vs Union Pac et 
al (3778). Complainant alleges rates 
to Tacoma, Wash., from Colorado, 
Wyoming and Utah are unjust and 
discriminatory and should be reduced 
50 per cent; that rates from Mantana, 
Idaho and Oregon to Tacoma are ex- 
cessive and should be reduced 50 to 
75 per cent; Jan 28, p 171. 

Casey-Hedges Co vs Ala G S et al 
(4140). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged excessive rate of $1.41 


on grate iron from Chattanooga, 
— to Oakland, Cal.; June 10, p 


Castner, Curran & Bullitt vs Norf & 
West (3976). Complainants allege 
that defendants advanced rates on 
coal from West Virginia to Norfolk, 
Va., unreasonably April 1, 1911; res- 
toration of former rates asked; April 
8, p 629, 

Central Commercial Co vs Ill Cent et al 
(4010). Complainant alleges rate of 42 
cents on turpentine from Tylertown, 
Miss., to Chicago, Ill, is unreason- 
able; April 29, p 798. 

Central Phosphate Co vs L & W et al 
(3826). Complainant alleges rate of 
$5.50 per ton on crude ground phos- 

hate from Mt. Pleasant, Tenn., to 
Newport, Del., to be unreasonable; 
Feb 11, p 230. 

Central States Cooperage Co vs D, SS 
& A et al (4141). Complainant al- 
leges it has been charged excessive 
rates on staves from McMullan, Mich., 
to Chicago, Ill.; June 10, p 1059. 


Chadwick & Sykes Co vs C & N W et 
al (3986). Complainant alleges it was 
charged excessive rates on steam 
shovel, on own trucks, and parts, from 
Milwaukee, Wis., to Sacramento, Cal., 
July 1, 1910; April 15, p 696. 

Chaffin Coal Co vs B & O et al (4159). 
Complainant alleges it has been as- 
sessed umreasonable charges on coal 
from the Hocking Valley district to 
Manistique, Mich., and Manitowoc, 
Wis.; June 24, p 1148. 

Chaffin Coal Co vs C, M & St P (4167). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unjust rate of $1.75 per ton on coal 
screenings from Chicago, [Ill., to 
Platteville, Wis.; June 24, p 1148. 


Chamber of Commerce, Houston, Tex., 
vs Houston, East & West Texas et al 
(3741). Complainant alleges one of 
its members was overcharged on car- 
load of cottonseed from Van Buren, 
Ark., to Shepard, Tex.; Jan 14, p 94. 


Chamber of Commerce of the City of 
Milwaukee, Wis., vs C, M & St P et 
al (3754). Complainant alleges rates 
on grain from Iowa, Minnesota and 
North Dakota to Milwaukee, Wis., 
are unjust and unduly discriminatory 
in comparison with rates to Duluth, 
Minn., and Superior, Wis.; that just 
rates would not exceed those to Du- 
luth; Jan 14, p 94. 

Chamber of Commerce of the State of 
New York etalvs NYC & HRetal 
(3993). Complainants allege export 
and import differentials at New York, 
N. Y., are excessive and discrimina- 
tory; April 29, p 798. 

Chanute Refining Co vs A, T&S F 
et al (3978). Complainant alleges rate 
of 22 cents on petroleum and products 
from Chanute, Kan., to Fall City, 
Neb., is excessive; April 8, p 629. 

Chattanooga Wagon Co vs Mo Pac et 
al (3891). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of 18% 


cents on hardwood lumber from 
Starkville, Miss., to Chattan . 
Tenn., Nov 22, 1909; March 11, p 455. 
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Citico Furnace Co vs L & N et al 
(4138). Complainant alleges rate of 
52%e on iron ore from Gadsden, Ala., 
to Chattanooga, Tenn., is unreason- 
able; June 10, p 1059. 

Citizens of Somerset, Drummond and 
Friendship Heights, Md., vs Wash 
Ry & Elec et al (4070). Complain- 
ants allege defendants have unjustly 
increased passenger fares between 
Washington, D. C., and Somerset, 
Md.; May 13, p 873. 

City of Crawford vs C & N W et al 
(4162). Complainant alleges through 
rates to Crawford, Neb., are unjust 
and unduly prefer Missouri River 
points, Lincoln, Neb., and ints in- 
termediate thereto; June 24, p 1118 
and 1148. 

Clearfield Lumber Co et al vs C & O 
et al (3867). Complainants allege 
rates on lumber from Morehead, 
Farmers, Salt Lick and adjacent Ken- 
tucky points to C F A territory are 
bagi and discriminatory; March 

» Pp . , 

Clyde Coal Co vs P R R et al (4001). 
Complainant alleges rate on cargo 
coal from Clyde Siding, Pa., to Ash- 
tabula Harbor, O., is excessive; May 
6, p 828. 

Cohen, Michael, & Co vs Mallory 8 S 
et al (4107). Complainant alleges rate 
of $1 on rough marble, New York, N. 
Y., to San Francisco, Cal., is unrea- 
sonable; June 4, p 1018. ‘ 

Colonial Salt Co et al vs Michigan, In- 
diana & Illinois et al (3942). Com- 
plainants allege that boat line de- 
fendants are not common carriers, 
but departments of the Morton and 
‘Stearns Salt & Lumber companies, 
es getty & that divisions granted 
said boat lines are excessive and that 
excess allowance constitutes a rebate 
and places complainants at a disad- 
vantage in marketing their salt in 
competition with the salt companies 
alleged to control the boat lines; 
March 11, p 449. 

Colorado Coal Traffic Assn vs D & RG 
et al (4052). Complainant alleges de- 
fendants have failed to afford its 
members an adequate car supply, 
while competitors on other lines have 
Bed sufficient equipment; June 10, p 
1059. 

Colorado Coal Traffic Assn vs Colo & 
Sou (4171). Complainant alleges dis- 
crimination in the matter of car sup- 
ply; June 24, p 1148. 

Colorado Portland Cement Co vs A, T 
& S F et al (4112). Complainant al- 
leges it has been charged unreason- 
able rates on sprocket chains from 
Columbus, O., and Indianapolis, Ind., 
to Portland, Colo.; June 10, p 1059. 

Colorado Tent & Awning Co vs Colo & 
Sou et al (4048). Complainant alleges 
it has been charged excessive rates 
on cotton and other fabrics from Pu- 
eblo to Denver, Colo.; May 6, p 828. 
Columbian Iron Works vs Ala G §S et al 
(4139). Complainant alleges rate of 
$1.14, as assessed on 49 pieces of arch- 
itectural iron from Chattanooga, 
Tenn., to New Iberia, La., was un- 
just; June 10, p 1060. 

Columbus Iron & Steel Co vs Kanawha 
& Michigan et al (3837). Complain- 
ants allege defendants propose an un- 
just advance in coal rates from West 
Virginia to lake ports; Feb 18, p 263. 

Conifer Lumber Co vs L & N et al 
(3823). Complainant alleges misrout- 
ing of carload of yellow pine from 
Brewton, Ala., to New Haven, Conn., 
Nov 3, 1908: Feb 11, p 230. 
Consolidated Fuel Co et al vs A, T & 
S F et al (3811). Complainants al- 
lege rates on coal from Utah mines 
to many points in Idaho, Montana, 
Washngton, Oregon, Nevada and Cal- 
ifornia are excessive and put com- 
plainants at a disadvantage in mar- 
keting*their products; Feb 11, p 230. 

Continental Iron & Steel Co vs L & N 
et al (4008). Complainant alleges de- 

fendants misclassified carload of 
scrap iron from New Orleans, La., to 
Richmond, Va., and charged excess- 
ive rates thereon; April 29, p 798. 

Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 
vs Abilene & Sou et al (3983). Com- 
plainant alleges class and commodity 
rates between Texas and Oklahoma 
points, carried in Leland’s I C C No 
765, are excessive and discriminatory; 
April 15, p 696. 

Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 
vs AT & S F et al (4004). Complain- 
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ant alleges that rates on cattle from 
Texas points to Oklahoma City, Okla., 
are unjust and unreasonable; that 
rates on packing house products from 
Oklahoma City to various points 
throughout the United States are ex- 
cessive; that rates on salt from Ellis- 
worth, Lyons and Hutchinson, Kan., 
to Oklahoma City are unreasonable ; 
and discriminatory; May 6, p 828. 

Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 
vs A T&S Fetal (I & S 36). Com- 
Plainant attacks increase in class and 
commodity rates between Oklahoma 
and Texas points in supplement to 
Leland’s ICC No 765; that said sup- 
plement also unreasonably increases 
rates on packing house products; April 
1, p 589. 

Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 
vs A, T & S F et al (4015). Com- 
lainant alleges that defendants’ mill- 
ng-in-transit rates and regulations 
are unfair to the Oklahoma milling 
and farming interests; May 6, p 829. 

Cottrom Bros Co vs Genesee & Wyo 
et al (3943). Complainant alleges 
rates on salt from Restof, N. Y., to 
ae A points are excessive; April 1, p 

Cranston, John A., Lumber Co et al vs 
N Y, P & N (3839). Complainants 
allege they have been charged un- 
reasonable rates on shingles from 
Norfolk, Va., to Salisbury, Md.; Feb 
18, p 263. 

Crescent Coal & Mining Co vs B & O 
(3770). Complainant alleges the un- 
just assessment of demurrage charges 
at Chicago, Ill., on shipments of coal 
from Pennsylvania, reconsigned at 
Chicago to the C & N W; that de- 
tention was without fault of com- 
lainant and was unavoidable; Jan 
8, p 171. 

Crescent Lumber Co vs N O, M & C et 
al (3762). Complainant alleges it was 
overcharged on shipment of yellow 
pine lumber from Stalle, Miss., to 
=_— Mich., Jan 29, 1910; Jan 28, p 


Crescent Lumber Co vs C, C, C & St L 
et al (3763). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rates on 
yellow pine from Lauderdale, Miss., 
to Cairo, Ill., and reconsigned to Sa- 
bina, O., Nov 20, 1908; Jan 28, p 172. 

Davis Bros Lumber Co vs C, RI & P 
et al (3878). Complainant alleges 
rates on yellow pine from Louisiana 
to interstate points are . excessive 
and discriminatory; March 4, p 414. 

Davis Sewing Machine Co vs P, C, C 
& St L (4087).,Complainant alleges 
rate of 38%c on bicycles from Day- 
ton, O., to Chicago, Ill., is excessive; 
May 206, p 922. 

De Camp Bros et al vs Va & S W et 
al (3968). Complainants allege rate 
of $4.85 per ton on coal from Appal- 
achia, Va., to Rush, Tex., is excess- 
ive; April 8, p 629. 

De Camp Fuel Co vs C, M & St P 
(3980). Complainant alleges rate of 
$2.40 per ton on slack from Rock 
Island, Ill., to Sioux City, Ia., is ex- 
cessive; April 15, p ‘696. 

Deeves, Griffen H., Lumber Co vs C & 
E I et al (4136). Complainant al- 
leges it was assessed unreasonable 
rates on lumber from Greenville, 
Mo., to Roadhouse, Ill., reconsigned 
to Hawthorne, Ill.; June 10, p 1068. 

Degentesh Bros vs C, M & St P (3827). 
Complainants allege they were charged 
excessive rates on brewers’ grain from 
Chicago, Ill., to Lake, Wis., during 
October-December, 1910; Feb 11, p 


Delphos Manufacturing Co vs Pa Co 
(4018). Complainant alleges rates on 
galvanized iron from Delphos, O., to 
Chicago, Ill., are unjust and unduly 
prefer Pittsburg, Pa., and other lo- 
calities; May 6, p 829. a 

Denton Lumber Co vs Sou’ Ry (3815). 
Complainant alleges that it was 
charged unreasonable rate on lumber 
from Denton, N. C., to West Newton, 
Pa., Nov 27, 1907; Feb 4, p 203. 

Des Moines News Co et al vs Gt Nor et 
al (3961). Complainants allege rates 
on news print paper from points in 
Wisconsin and Minnesota and Chi- 
cago, Ill., to Des Moines, Ia., are ex- 
cessive and discriminate in favor of 
St. Louis, Mo.; Detroit, Mich.; To- 
ledo, O.; Kansas City, Mo., and other 
publishing centers; April 8 p 629. 

Detrick Electric ply Co vs Spokane 
P & S et al (3922). Complainant al- 





leges it was charged a a to Castile, N. y. 
rate on electrical appliances from , 
Denver, Colo., to Portland, Ore., Oct 
16, 1909; March 18, p 485. 


Dian Lumber Co vs Prescott € N W 
et al (3725). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unjust rates on yellow 
pine from Dian, Ark., to Washing- 
— ay March and July, 1909; Jan 
- o. 

Dieris Lumber & Coal Co vs K C Sou 
et al (3790). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged unreasonable rates 
on yellow pine from southwestern 
points to Lincoln, Omaha and South 
Omaha, Neb.; Feb 4, p 203. 

Dietzgen, Eugene, Co vs C & N Wietal 
(4127). Complainant alleges it was 
charged excessive rate on two cases 
of wooden goods from Chicago, IIl., 
to Ogden, Utah; June 10, p 1060. 

Dixie Cotton Oil Co vs St LL IM&S&S 
et al (4117). Complainant attacks 
9 af of $3 switching rate; June 3, 
p i 

Doran & Co vs Ohio & Ky et al (3794). 
Complainant alleges it has been 
charged unreasonable rates on cross- 
ties from Carmel City, Athol, Elka- 
tawa and Filson, Ky., to Cincinnati, 
Si during November, 1909; Feb 4, p 

Dueber Watch Case Mfg Co vs St L & 
S F et al (8783). Complainant alleges 
it was charged unreasonable rate of 
$1.45 on six barrel&S of lead ore from 
Joplin, Mo., to Camden, O., in Octo- 
ber, 1909; Jan 28, p 172. 


Duluth Board of Trade vs Gt Nor et 
al (3938). Complainant alleges rates 
on grain and seeds to Duluth, Minn., 
from points in the Dakotas and Min- 
nesota are unjust and discriminatory; 
March 25, p 526. 

Du Pont de Nemours, E. I., Powder Co 
vs C RR of N J et al (3711). Com- 
plainant alleges it was assessed un- 
just rates on high explosives from 
Kenvil and Tompkins Point, N. J., to 
Copperhill, Tenn., June, 1908, and 
March, 1909; Jan 7, p 45. 


Duvall, Carter, & Co vs Sou Ry et al 
(3842). Complainants allege they 
were charged 15.5 cents on ties from 
Fairfax and Clifton, Va., to York, 
Pa., and 16 cénts from Wiehle; that 
rates should not exceed 9.5 and 10 
cents, respectively; Feb 18, p 263. 

Eastman, Ga., Shippers of, vs Sou Ry 
et al (3848). Complainants allege 
rates between Eastman, Ga., and in- 
terstate points are excessive jand 
Prejudicial; Feb 25, p 303. 

Edison Portland Cement Co vs D, L & 
W et al (4109). Complainant alleges 
it has been charged excessive rates 
on Portland cement from New Vil- 
lage, N. J., to various New York 
points; June 3, p 1018. 

Edison Portland Cement Co vs D, L & 
W et al (4135). Complainant alleges 
it has paid unreasonable rates on 
Portland cement from New Village, 
N. J., to Akron, O.; June 10, p 1060. 

Elsinore Cattle Co vs Pacific Express 
et al (4023). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate on 
one jack from Pleasant Hill, Mo., to 
Marathon, Tex.; May 6, p 829. 


Emahizer-Spielman Furniture Co vs B 
& A et al (3874). Complainant al- 
leges it has been charged unjust 
rates on classes from Atlantic sea- 
board territory to Topeka, Kan.; 
March 4, p 414. 

Empson Packing Co vs Colo Sou et al 
(3937). Complainant alleges rate of 
47.5 cents’ on canned goods from 
Longmont, Coilo., to Wichita, Kan., is 
excessive;. March 25, p 426. 

Federal. Lumber Co vs Sou Ry (3928). 
Complainant alleges defendants mis- 
routed shipments of lumber from 
Demopolis, Ala., to Hinsdale, Mass.; 
March 18, p 485. 

Ferguson, Wm. T., et al vs La & Ark 
et al (4142). Complainants allege 
rate of 23c on lumber from Good 
Pine, La., to Evansville, Ind., is un- 
just; June 10, p 1060. 

Florida Citrus Exchange vs A C L et 
al (4065). Complainant alleges de- 
fendants charge for transfer on citrus 
fruit to ventilated cars at Potomac 
Yards, Va., said transfer being nec- 
essary because of weather conditions, 
is unreasonable; May 13, p 873. 


Follmer, C. C., & Co vs Nor Pac et al 
(3989). Complainants allege they were 
charged unjust rate on shingles from 


Deming, Wash., 
April 29, p 798. 

Follmer, C. C., & Co vs Gt Nor et q 
(4086). Complainants allege they 
were charged unreasonable rates on 
shingles from Van Horn, Wash., to 
Menasha, Wis., reconsigned to Roch. 
ester, N. Y¥.; May 20, p 922. 

Fond du Lae Church Furnishing Co vs 
Cc, M & St P et al (3822). Complain. 
ant alleges it was charged unreason- 
able rates on two prayer desks, one 
reading desk, one altar in two boxes 
and one box of brass goods from 
Fond du Lac, Wis., to: Olathe, Colo., 
Oct 21, 1910; Feb 11, p 230. 

Frank Bros vs D & R G et al (3744), 
Complainants allege they were 
charged unreasonable rates on min- 
eral water from Manitou, Colo, to 
Reno, Nev.; Jan 14, p 94. 


Frank Grain Co vs L S & M 8 et al 
(3855). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate on baled 
hay from WBaton Rapids, Mich., to 
—_ du Flambeau, Wis.; Feb 25, p 
302. 

Frey, Charles F., vs Ore-Wash R & N 
et al (3877). Complainant alleges he 
was overcharged on emigrants’ mov- 
ables from Gillespie, Ill., to Portland, 
Ore., May 2, 1908; March 11, p 455. 

Frisco Lumber Co vs St L & S F et 
al (3999). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate on 
yellow pine lumber from Bokhoma, 
Okla., to Omaha and Lincoln, Neb., 
between Aug 24, 1908, and Aug 15, 
1910; April 29, p 798. 

Galesburg Grocery Co vs C, B & Q et 
al (3734). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged 48 cents on cheese from 
Plymouth, Wis., to Galesburg, IIL, 
and that rate should not exceed 41.9 
cents; Jan 7, p 46. 

Gamble-Robinson Commission Co vs 
D & R G et al (4027). Complainant 
alleges it was assessed unreasonable 
detention charge of $5 for holding car 
of peaches at Paonia, Colo., one day; 
May 6, p 829. 

Gamble-Robinson Commission Co vs 
Wabash et al (4030). Compiainant al- 
leges it was charged unreasonable 
rate of 39c on potatoes from Name- 
oki, Ill., to Minneapolis, Minn., and 
‘eu aes to Aberdeen, S. D.; May 

Gamble-Robinson Commission Co vs 0 

} L et al (4088). Complainant al- 
leges it was charged unjust rate of 
$1.15 on peaches from Brigham, Utah, 
to Minneapolis, Minn., and recon- 
signed to Chippewa Falls, Wis.; May 
20, p 922 


A, T & S F (8750). Complainant al- 
leges that it has been charged unjust 


St. Johns, Lewis 
Kan., to Holly, Colo.; Jan 14, p 94. 


Tenn.; June 10, p 1060. 


West et al (4084). 


922 


(4046). 


La.; May 6, p 829. 


& Q (4118). 


enne, Wyo.; June 10, p 1060. 
(3945). 


apolis, Minn., to 
and Milwaukee, Wis., 


Morton et al (4000). 


goldings So 


Garden City Grain & Produce Co vs 


rate of 15 cents on corn, from Sylvia, 
and Ellingwood, 


Gay Oil Co vs Mo Pac et al (4131). 
Complainant alleges rate of 27c from 
certain Kansas points to Little Rock 
and Pine Bluff, Ark., is unjust and 
discriminates in favor of Memphis, 


Georgetown Ry & Light Co vs Norf & 
Complainant al- 
leges rate of $2.90 per ton on soft 
coal from the Virginias to George- 
town, S. C., is excessive; May 20, p 


Gibson Fruit Co vs C & N W et al 
Complainant alleges it was 
assessed unreasonable charges on ap- 
ples from Sioux City, Ia., to Chicago, 
TiL, ad reconsigned to New Orleans, 


Gleason Mercantile Co et al vs C, B 
Complainant alleges it 
has been charged excessive rates on 
merchandise between the Mississippi 
and Missouri Rivers, on shipments 
drom the Atlantic seaboard to Chey- 


Globe Milling Co vs C, M & St P 
Complainant alleges rates of 
9% and 10 cents on rye from Minne- 
Watertown and 
respectively, 
with transit privileges to Milwaukee 
or Chicago, are excessive; April 1, 


p 589. 
Godfrey, C. H., & Son vs Graham & 
Complainants 
allege they. paid excessive rates on 
canned fruit from Benton Harbor, 
— to Rockford, Tll.; April 29, p 
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Goldings Sons Co vs P R Ret al 
(3971). Complainant alleges rate of 
$1.30 per ton on English ball clay 
from Philadelphia, Pa., to Trenton, 
N. J., is unjust; April 8, p 629. 

Gooeh Lumber Co vs L & N et al 
(4050). Complainant alleges it was 
charged an unreasonable rate of 43c 
on sawn lumber from Lewisburg, Ky., 
to Michigan City, Ind.; May 6, p 829. 

Goodman Manufacturing Co vs C, B 
& Q et al (4063). Complainant al- 
leges rate of $1.05 on electrical min- 
ing machinery from Chicago, Ill., to 


a Utah, is excessive; May 13, 
p . 

Gorman, E. J., vs C & O (3787). Con- 
plainant alleges ‘Northwestern  re- 


fused to honor at Chicago round trip 
ticket from Norfolk, Va., to San 
Francisco, Cal.; reparation asked; 
Feb 4. p 203. 

Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce 
vs D & R G et al (4079). Complain- 
ant alleges rates from Mississippi and 
Missouri River points to Grand Junc- 
tion, Colo., are excessive and higher 
than rates to Salt Lake City, Utah, 
a more distant point; May 13, p 873. 

Great Western Portland Cement Co vs 
M K & T et al (4163). Complainant 
alleges rate of 15c on cement from 
Mildred, Kan., to Okmulgee, Okla., 
is unjust and discriminatory; June 
24, p 1148. 

Greer-Wilkinson Lumber Co vs St L 
& S F et al (4152). Complainant al- 
leges rates of 9 and 12%c on gum 
lumber from Lurnell, Miss., to Cairo, 
Iil., were unjust; June 17, p 1106. 

Gund, John, Brewing Co vs C, M & 
St P (4005). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate of 32c 
on beer from La Crosse, Wis., to 
Tyndall, S. D., between April 12, 
1909, and March 13, 1911; May 6, p 


829. 
Gund, John. Brewing Co, vs C, M & 
St P (4102). Complainant alleges 


rate of 20c on empty beer packages 
returned from Tyndall, S. D., to La 
Crosse, Wis., is excessive; June 10, 


p 1060. 

Haas, Wm., & Sons, vs M K & T 
(3710). Complainants allege they 
were charged unreasonable rates on 
ash blocks from Durand, Okla., to 
Fawn, Okla., reshipped to Sherman, 
Tex.; Jan 7, p 46. 

Haley & Lang Co et al»s C B & Q 
et al (3871). Complainants allege 
they were charged unreasonable rates 
on peaches from Horatio, /4rk., to 
Sioux City, Ia., consigned to Worth- 
ington, Minn., and Sheldon, Ia.; 
March 4, p 414. 

Hamm, M., Co, vs L & N et al (4t85). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unreasonable rate of $3.30. per ton 
on phosphate rock from Mount Plvas- 
ant and Figle, Tenn., to Washington 
Cc. H., O., between Nov, 1907, and 
March, 1909; June 2, p 1018. 

Harrah & Steward Mfg Co vs A T & 
S F et al (3990). Complainant al- 
leges rates on broomcorn from Hig- 
gins, Tex., Shattuck, Okia., and 
points adjacent to Des Moines, Ia., 
are unjust and should not exceed 54 
cents; April 29, p 798. 

Harvey, Charles M.. & CovsC & N W 
et al (4168). Complainants allege 
they were assessed unreasonable rate 
of 15 cents on bundle edging mill 
wood from Musick, Mich., to Chicago, 
Nil., reconsigned to Melrose Park, II1.; 
June 24, p 1148. 

Heil, Henry, Chemical Co vs Union Pac 
et al (3969). Complainants allege 
defendants have misclassified and 
overcharged shipments of laboratory 
glassware between St. Louis and 
Kansas City, Mo., and Berkely, Cal., 
and Butte, Mont.; April 8, p 629. 

Heil, Henry, Chemical Co vs Wabash 
et al (2880). Complainant alleges ap- 
plication of third class L C L and 
fourth class C L rate on earthenware 
crucibles between St. Louis, Mo., and 
Boston, Mass., Chicago, Ill., Carnegie, 
Pa., and Cincinnati, O., is unjust; 
March 11, p 455. 

Heinz, H. J., Co vs B & M et al 
(4049). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged excessive rates in Oc- 
tober, 1910, on cider apples from 
points in New Hampshire and Ver- 
mont to Medina, N. Y.; May 6, p 829. 
Hendris & Bolthoff Mfg Co vs Sou 
Ry et al (3751). Complainant alleges 
it was charged unreasonable rate of 
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67 cents on telegraph pole cross-arms 
from North Wilkesbarre, N. C., to 
ay garg Colo., June 22, 1909; Jan 7, 


p 9 

Hill & Webb vs Tex & Pac et al 
(3957). Complainants allege they 
were charged excessive rates on corn 
in shucks from Torras, La., to Lin- 
ait Tex., Dec 15, 1910; April 1, p 

Hirsch, Mrs. Getty, vs Erie et al 
(3773). Complainant alleges she has 
been charged unreasonable and dis- 
criminatory rates on boots and shoes 
from Endicott, N. Y., to» Marble, 
Ark.; Jan 28, p 172. 

Houston Packing Co vs Tex & N O 
et al (3774). Complainant alleges de- 
fendants have unjustly increased 
rates on fresh meats and packing- 
house products from Houston, Tex., 
to Lake Charles and New Orleans, 
La.; Jan 28, p 172. 

Hovey, Chas. E., vs American Exp et al 
(3985). Complainant alleges he was 
charged unjust rates on pork tender- 
loin from Harrison, Ont., to Buffalo 
and New York, N. Y.; April 15, p 


696. 

Hudson, R. Burr: See “Railroad Com- 
mission of Florida.” 

Hull, C. W., vs Mo Pac et al (3977). 
Complainant alleges he was charged 
excessive rate on cement from Inde- 
pendence, Kan., to Courtland, Neb., 
and diverted to Lincoln, Neb., in 
April, 1908; April 8, p 629. 

Hull, C. W., vs Mo Pace et al (38952). 
Complainant alleges rates on brick 
from Altoona, Kan., to Jefferson and 
Wesley, Ia., are excessive; April 1, 

589. 

Humboldt Brick Mfg Co vs C B & Q 
et al (3806). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate of 15 
eents on common brick from Hum- 
boldt, Kan.,to Donnellson, Ia., July 
22, 1910; Feb 4, p 203. 

Humboldt Refining Co vs M K & T 
et al (4028). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate on 
crude oil from Sapulpa, Okla., to 
Humboldt, Kan., shipped Feb 16, 
1911; May 6, p 829. 

Imperial Candy Co vs C B & Q et al 
(3742). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of $5.40 
on a soda fountain from Peoria, Il., 
to Spokane, Wash., Feb 13, 1909; 
Jan 14, p 94. 


Indiana Stave Co vs Paragould S E 
et al (3963). Complainant alleges 
rate of 21 cents on staves from 


Hollywood, Mo., to New Orleans, La., 
is unjust; April 8, p 629. 

International Agricultural Corporation 
vs L & N et al (3920). Complainant 
alleges rates on sulphuric acid from 
Copper Hill, Tenn., to various inter- 
state points are excessive and dis- 
criminatory; March 18, p 486. 

International Creosoting & Construc- 
tion Co vs N O Tex & Mex et al 
(3916). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rates on pine 
ties from De Quincy, LeBlane and 
Reeves, La., to Texas City, Tex., 
treated in transit at Beaumont, Tex., 
Nov-Dec, 1909; March 18, p 486. 

International Purchasing Co vs N O & 
N E et al (38713). Complainant al- 
leges it-was charged unreasonable 
rates on shipments of old rope from 
New Orleans, La., to Wellsburg and 
Lazearville, W. Va., and from Mo- 
bile, Ala., to Lazearville, during 
1910; Jan 7, p 46. 

Iola Portland Cement Co vs M K & T 
et al (3756). Complainant alleges 
that through disregard of shipping 
instructions, defendant transported 
ear of Portland cement from Iola, 
Kan.; to Segundo, Colo., upon which 
$138 demurrage accrued, the refund 
of which is prayed for; Jan 28, p 172. 

Iola Wholesale Grocery Co vs GH & 
S A et al (3761). Complainant al- 
leges it has been charged unreason- 
able rate of $1.32 on cleaned rice to 
Pocatello, Ida., from Markham and 
Beaumont, Tex., and Lake Charles, 
La.; Jan 28, p 172. 

ore Co.: See ‘Carpenter, 

Iowa Paint Mfg Co vs Minn & St L et 
el (3772). Complainant alleges it was 
assessed unreasonable rates on car- 
load of mixed paints from Fort 
Dodge, TIa., to Butte, Mont., about 
Dec 28, 1907; Jan 28, p 172. 





Jackson & Perkins Co vs Sou Pac et al 
(3988). Complainant alleges defend- 
ants have assessed unreasonable 
icing charges on shipments of nur- 
sery stock; April 15, p 696. 

Jefferson Lumber Co vs A B & A et al 
(4022). Complanant alleges it was 
charged 11.5 cents on lumber from 
Roberson Siding, Ala., to Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn., on Oct 27, 1910; that 
rate should not have exceeded 9 
cents; May 6, p 829. 

Johnson, Edwin D., vs M St P & SS 
M (3746). Complainant alleges he 
was charged unreasonable rate of 11 
cents on lumber from Ingram, Wis., 


to Stevens Point, Wis., dressed in | 
transit and reconsigned to Chicago, 
Johnson, F. S., & Co et alvs AT & 


















































































































































Ill.; Jan 14, p 95 

S F (3738). Complainants allege de- 
dendant discriminates against Mil- 
ford and Firth, Neb., in favor of St. 
Joseph, Mo., and Atchison, Kan., in 
its milling in transit rates on corn 
which prevents former towns from 
competing for Pacific coast business; 
Jan 14, p 95. 

Jones Bros. vs Montpelier & W R et al 
(4067). Complainants allege rate of 
32 cents on granite from Barry, Vt., 
to Paducah, Ky., 
May 13, p 873. ; 

Justice, C. G., vs B & O et al (3828). ; 
Complainant alleges peach rates from 
Keyser, Romney and Sleepy Creek, 


W. Va., to Philadelphia, Pa., are ex- i 
cessive; Feb 11, p 231. 
Kansas City Transportation Bureau of 


is unreasonable; 


the Commercial Club et al vs A 8S 
& S F et al ‘4119). Complainants al- 
lege withdrawal of reduced rates on 
goods returned on account of dam- 
age, breakage, etc., is unreasonable; 
Jan 10, pp 1045 and 1060. 

Kansas City Transportation Bureau of 
the Comercial Club vs A T & S F 
et al (4153). Complainant alleges 
rate of 35 cents on cotton piece goods 
from the Mississippi to the Missouri 
River Crossings on traffic originat- 
ing at the Atlantic seaboard is un- 
just and should not exceed 30 cents; 
June 17, p 1106. 

Kath, Henry F., vs M & O et al 
(3838). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unreasonable rate of 
81 cents on lake mussel shells from 
Richley, Miss., .to New Orleans, La., 
for export; Feb 18, p 263. | 

Kellogg Switchbaord & Supply Co vs C ' 
& N W et al (4146). Complainant 
alleges it has been charged excessive 
rate of 24 cents on poles from Wil- 
son, Mich., to Seymour, Ia.; June 17, 
Pp 1106. 

Kellogg Toasted Corn Flake Co vs 
Mich Cent et al (3813). Complainant 
alleges it has been assessed unrea- 
sonable rate of 27 cents on sugar 
from New Orleans, La., to Battle 
Creek, Mich.; Feb 4, p 204. 

Kennedy, James & Co vs Virginia et 
al (3784). Complainants allege they 
were charged excessively on carload 
of lumber from Burgess Siding, W. 
Va., to Liverpool, England, Feb 6, 
1909; Jan 28, p 172. 

Kennedy, M. A., & Co vs St L S W et 
al (3954). Complainants allege rate 
of 40 cents on apples from St. Louis, 
Mo., to Monroe, La., is excessive; 
April 1, p 590. 

Kenworthy, W. H., & Sons vs Union 
Pac et al (3723). Complainants al- 
lege they were charged excessive 
rates on flour from Hayes, Kan., to 
South Lacona, Wash., during 1910; 
Jan 7, p 46. 

King Paper Co vs L S & M §S et al 
(4149). Complainant alleges rate of 
19% cents on paper from Kalamazoo, 
Mich., to Rock Island, Ill., is unjust; 
June 17, p_ 1106, 

Kirby, F M., & Co et al vs Pa Co et al 
(3768). Complainants allege unrea- 
sonable rates on glassware from 
various interstate points to Danville, 
Va., Columbia and Greenville, 8. C., 
and Raleigh, N. C.; on buggy dashes 
from Black Rock, N. Y., to Hender- 
son, Greensboro and High Point, N. 
C.: Jan 28, p 173. 

Kleibacker, Fred L., vs L & N et al 
(3872). Complainant alleges he was 
overcharged on L C L shipment of 
okra from New Orelans, La., to Pitts- 
burg, Pa.; March 4, p 414. 

Klingman, H. C., vs C RI & P et al 
(3992). Complainant alleges rates on 
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wheel shafts and other vehicle parts 
from points in Michigan, Indiana, 
Ohio and Pennsylvania to Des 
—* Ia., are excessive; April 29, 
p ° 

Koenig & Co vs C M & St P (3965). 
Complainant alleges rates of 9% and 
10 cents on rye from Minneapolis, 
Minn., to Watertown, Wis., when for 
Milwaukee, Wis., or Chicago, IIl., 
(without further charge), are ex- 
cessive; April 8, p 629. 

Kurth Co, The, vs C M & St P et al 
(4110). Complainant alleges rate of 
$1.52, as assessed on shipment of 21 
bundles of empty malt sacks from 
Albuquerque, N. M., to Columbus, 
Wis., is excessive; June 10, p 1060. 

Lamb-McGregor & Co vs C & N W 
et al (3911). Complainant alleges 
that it was charged unreasonable 
rates on flaxseed and wheat from 
Esmond, 8S. D., to Minnapolis, Minn., 
July 18, 1910; March 11, p 455. 

Larson Lumber Co vs Gt Nor (3724). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unreasonable rate of 53.5 cents on 





fir lumber from Bellingham, Wash., 
to Hague, N. D., March 12, 1909; 
July 7, p 46. 


Lincoln Commercial Club vs C. B. & 
Q et al (3715). Complainant alleges 
rates to Lincoln on traffic originating 
east thereof, are discriminatory, and 
unduly. prefer Omaha and other Mis- 
sourt River points; Jan 14, p 95. 

Lindsay & Co vs Nor Pac et al (4078). 
Complainant alleges it has been 

_ charged excessive rates on _ citrus 
fruit from California to points in 
Montana and Wyoming, between 
April 13, 1909, and Jan 4, 1911; May 
13, p 873. 

Lindsay Bros vs Gt Nor (3947). Com- 
plainants allege they were charged 
excessive rates on agricultural im- 
plements from Minneapolis, Minn., 
to Froid, Mont., Aug 11, 1910; April 
1, p 590. 

Lindsay Bros vs Grand R & I et al 
(4055). Complainants allege they 
were charged unreasonable rate of 
65e per cwt on one boiler and parts 
shipped from Kalamazoo, Mich., to 
Fredonia, Wis.; May 6, p 829. 

Lininger Implement Co vs C & N W 
et al (3757). Complainant alleges 
it has been charged excessive rates 
on automobiles from Pontiac, Mich., 
to Omaha, Neb.; Jan 28, p 173. 

Little Rock Cotton Oil Mills vs St L 
IM & S (3936). Complainant alleges 
it was charged unreasonable rate on 
cottonseed from Neeleyville, Mo., to 
Little Rock, Ark., Nov 21, 1910; 
March 18, p 486. 

Louisiana Southern Mill Co vs La R & 
N et al (3856). Complainant alleges 
it was charged unreasonable rate on 
yellow pine lumber from Whitford, 
La., to Enid, Okla., Nov 19, 1908; 
Feb 25, p 302. 

Louisville Coal & Coke Co et al vs Norf 
& West et al (4155). Complainant 
alleges defendants have unreasonably 
increased rates on cargo coal from 
Pocahontas and Tug River districts 
(W. Va.) to Toledo and Sandusky 
Dock, O., from $1.12 to $1.45 per net 
ton and from the Thatcher district 
(W. Va.) from 97 cents to $1.25; June 
17, p 1106. 

Louisville Cottonseed Products Co vs 
Tl Cent et al (3966). Complainant al- 
leges rate of 12 and i5 cents on cot- 
tonseed from Memphis, Tenn., to 
Te, Ky., are excessive; April 8, 
p 629. 

Lovelace Lumber Co vs L & N et al 
(3816). Complainant alleges that 36- 
cent rate on basket tops from Brew- 
ton, Ala., to points in Michigan is 
unreasonable; Feb 11, p 231. 

Ludowici-Celadon Co vs Cin & M V et 
al (3834). Complainant alloges it was 
charged unjust rate on tile slabs from 
New Lexington, O., to Milwaukee, 
Wis., Nov 5, 1909; Feb 18, p 264. 

Ludowici-Celadon Co vs A T & S F 
(3845). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of 82.5 
cents on roofing tile and accessories 
from Coffeyville, Kan., to Fort Bay- 
ard, N. M., Aug 29 and Sept 1, 1910; 
Feb 18, p 264. 

Ludowici-Celadon Co vs A T & S F 
(3866). Complainant alleges it was 


charged unreasonable rate on tile and 
accessories from Coffeyville, Kan., to 
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ge oes. N. M., August, 1910; Feb 

’ Dp pd 

Ludowici-Caledon Co vs Cin & M V et 
al (3893). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of 25.5 
cents on roofing tile from New Lex- 
ington, O., to Beloit, Wis., Sept 14, 
1910; March 11, p 455. 

Lum, Leon E., vs Gt Nor (3716). Com- 
plainant alleges rates on iron ore from 
Grand Rapids, Minn., to Superior, 
Wis., are excessive; that they should 
not exceed 40 cents per ton; Jan 7, 


p 46. 

Mack Mfg Co vs PCC & St L (8814). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unreasonable rate of 22.5 cents on 
paving brick from C F A to Western 
Trunk Line points between Jan 20, 
1908, and Feb 2, 1910; Feb 4, p 204. 

Marion Coal Co vs D L & W et al 
(3931). Complainant alleges rates on 
coal from Taylor, Pa., to interstate 
points are excessive; that DL & W 
imposes unjust switching charge 
which other carriers refuse to absorb 
and that said charge is discrimina- 
tory; March 18, p 486. 

Marion Iron & Brass Bed Co vs T St L 
& W et al (4132). Complainant alleges 
rate of $1.25 or iron beds and wire 
mattresses from Marion, Ind., to Oak- 
land, Cal., is unjust; June 10, p 1060. 

Martin Stave Co vs La & N W et al 
(4056). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate on staves 
from Haynesville, La., to San Fran- 
cisco, Cal.; May 13, p 873. 

Mayer Fertilizer Co vs Wabash et al 
(3982). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unjust rate of 28 cents on 
fertilizer from St. Louis, Mo., to 
Little Rock, Ark., and reconsigned to 
Bellville and Mansfield, Ark., in Feb- 
ruary, 1910; April 15, p 696. 

McClung, M. C., & Co vs L & N et al 
(4014). Complainants allege they were 
charged unreasonable rate of 23 cents 
on sheet iron or roofing from New- 
port, Ky., to Knoxville, Tenn., and 
that rate should not exceed 20 cents; 
May 6, p 830. 

McClung, C. M., & Co vs Sou Ry (4108). 
Complainants allege they have been 
charged excessive rates on rice from 
Richmond, Va., to Knoxville, Tenn.; 
June 10, p 1060. 

McCullough, Charles, vs L & N (4114). 
Complainant alleges it has been 
charged excessive rates on sunflower 
seeds from Belle River, O., and Dahl- 
gren, Ill., to Cincinnati, O.; June 10, 


Pp 1061. 
McDonnell & Sons vs Cent Vt et al 
(4068). Complainants allege rate of 


52 cents on building stone from Barre, 
Vt., to Birmingham, Ala., is excess- 
ive; Mav 13, p 873. 

McLaughlin-Gormley-King Co vs Maine 
S S et al (3949). Complainant alleges 
rate of 35 cents on import brimstone 
from New York, N. Y., to Milwaukee, 
Wis., is excessive; April 1, p 590. 

McLean Lumber Co vs L & N et al 
(3919). Complainant alleges it has been 
charged excessive rates on hardwood 
lumber from North Birmingham, Ala., 
to Philadelphia, Pa., and New Bruns- 
wick, N. J.; March 18, p 486. 

Mead Auto Cycle Co vs C RI & P et al 
(3809). Complainant alleges it has been 
charged excessive rates on motor- 
eycles from Buffalo, N. Y., and Chi- 


cage, Tll., to Denver, Colo.; Feb 4, 

p 204. 

Mead Auto Cycle Co vs C B & Q (4039). 
Complainant alleges it has been 


charged excessive rates on various 
consignments of auto cycle lamps, 
liquid grease, leather goods, etc., from 
Chicago, Ill., to Denver, Colo.; May 6, 
p 830. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs U S Expr 
(3885). Complainant alleges rate of 
$2 on peas and beans from Memphis, 
Tenn., to Kansas City, Mo., is excess- 
ive; March 11, p 455. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs L & N et 
al (3998). Complainant alleges de- 
fendants fave unreasonably advanced 
rates on coal to Memphis, Tenn., 
from West Virginia and Alabama 
mines; April 29, p 798. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs St L & S$ F 
(4062). Complainant alleges rates on 
logs from Arkansas points to Mem- 
phis, Tenn., for manufacture and re- 
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consignment to points beyond are 

excessive; May 13, p 873. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs Ill Cent et 
al (4090). Complainant alleges rate 
of 13 cents on oak logs from Pear. 
son, Miss., to Memphis, Tenn., is un- 
just; May 20, p 922. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs St LIM & 

S et al (4111). Complainant alleges 

rates on dry goods, notions, etc., from 

Memphis, Tenn., to Tex & Pac points 

in Louisiana are excessive; June 10, 

p 1061. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs St L& SF 
(4062). Complainant alleges rates on 
logs from Arkansas points to Mem- 
phis, Tenn., for manufacture and re- 
consignment to points beyond are 
excessive; May 13, p 873. 

Memphis Hay & Grain Assn vs St L & 
S F et al (3840). Alleges that grain 
rate adjustment at Memphis, Tenn., 
discriminates against that point: that 
mixed feed rates to Mississippi Valley 
points have been unreasonably in- 
creased; Feb 18, p 264. 

Memphis Hay & Grain Assn et al vs Il 
Cent et al (3841). Complainant al- 
leges defendants have unreasonably 
increased feed rates from Memphis, 
Tenn., to Mississippi Valley points; 
discriminate against Memphis in tran- 
sit regulations and refuse Memphis 
grain sweere proportional rates; Feb 
25, p 302. 

Menasha Woodenware Co vs C M & St 
P et al (3726). Complainant alleges 
that rates on wooden kegs from Me- 
nasha, Wis., to Memphis, Tenn., and 
New Orleans, La., are unjust and un- 
reasonable; Jan 7, p 46. 

Menasha Woodenware Co vs C & N W 
et al (4071). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rates on 
wooden pails from Menasha, Wis., to 
Erie, Pa.; May 13, p 874. 

Merchants’ & Manufacturers’ Assn of 
Baltimore, Md., vs P R R et al (4041). 
Complainant alleges that Baltimore 
switching rates on interstate traffic 
are unjust, excessive and unduly 
prejudicial to the commercial develop- 
ment of the city; May 6, p 830. 

Michigan Ammonia Works vs M & St L 
et al (4012). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate of 21 
cents on ammoniacal liquors from 
Minneapolis, Minn., to St. Louis, Mo., 
during November, 1908; May 6, p 830. 

Michigan Railroad Commission, Rail- 
road Commission of Indiana and Rail- 
road Commission of Ohio vs P R R et 
al (3775). Complainants allege that 
present Official Classification is inad- 
equate and unjust and that one or 
more classes should be added thereto; 
Jan 28, p 173. 

Middleburg Stone Co vs B & O et al 
(4096). Complainant alleges it was 
charg2d excessive rate on grindstones 
from Berea, O., to Freehold, N. J., 
June 3, p 1018. 

Milburn Wagon Co vs L S & M S et al 
(3720). Complainant alleges rate of 
42 cents on farm wagons from Toledo, 
0., to Gordo, Ala., as charged on 
shipments in September and Novem- 
ber, 1910, 1s unjust and unreasonable; 
Jan 7, p 46. 

Milburn Wagon Co vs L S & M § et al 
(4020). Complainant alleges it has been 
charged excessive rates on L C L and 
C L shipments of wagons from To- 
lodeo, O., to Century, Fla. (L C L),. 
Charlotte, N. C. (L C L), Macon and 
Pontotoc, Miss.; May 6, p 830. 

Miller, Albert, & Co vs Vicks S & P 
(3748). Complainants allege they were 
charged unreasonable rates on pota- 
toes from Girard, La., to Joplin, Mo.; 
Jan 14, p 95. 

Miller, Albert. & Covs MStP&SS&S 
M et al (3899). Complainants allege 
they were charged excessive rates on 
potatoes from Stevens Point, Wis., to 
Fort Gibson, Okla., Jan 19, 1910; 
March 11, p 455. 

Miller, Albert, & Co vs MStP&SS 
M et al (3914). Complainants allege 
they were charged unreasonable rate 
on carload of potatoes shipped from 
Stevens Point, Wis., Dec 31, 1910, to 
Chicago, Ill, reconsigned to Alexan- 
dria, La., and then diverted to Cot- 
tonport, La.; March 11, p 456. 

Miller, Albert, & Co vs Grand R &I et 
al (4172). Complainants allege they 
were charged unjust rate on potatoes 
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from Sand Lake, Mich., to Shreveport, 
La.; June 24, p 1148. 

Milne Lumber Co vs La & Ark et al 
(4134). Complainant alleges it has 
been assessed 35% cents on yellow 
pine lumber from Castor, La., to 
Walthill, Neb.; that rate should not 
exceed 31% cents; June 17, p 1106. 

Milwaukee-Western Fuel Co vs C & N 
W (4125). Complainant alleges it paid 
excessive rates on hard coal from 
Milwaukee, Wis., to Helena, Ill. (di- 
verted from Cuba City, Wis.); June 10, 
p 1061. 

Minneapolis Steel & Machinery Co vs 
CM & St P et al (3948). Complain- 
ant alleges rate of $1.705 on structural 
steel from Minneapolis, Minn., to 
Miami, Ariz., is unjust; April 1, p 590. 

Minneapolis Threshing Machine Co vs 
CM & St P et al (3975). Complainant 
alleges it was charged excessive rate 
on one traction engine, pump and hose 
from Hopkins, Minn., to Memphis, 
Tenn., Oct 30, 1909; April 8, p 630. 


Minneapolis Traffic Assn vs C B & Q et 
al (3964). Complainant alleges that 
rates from Minneapolis, Minn., to Col- 
orado common points are excessive 
per se and discriminatory in compari- 
son with rates from Chicago, Ill., and 
St. Louis, Mo.; April 8, p 630. 

Minneapolis Traffic Assn vs C & N W et 
al (4006). Complainant alleges that ac- 
tion of carriers in withdrawing special 
returned goods rates on agricultural 
implements, machinery, etc., leaves in 
effect rates unjust and unreasonable; 
May 6, p 830. 

Minneapolis Traffic Assn vs C & N W et 


al (4124). Complainant alleges mer- 
chandise rates from Minneapolis, 
Minn., to South Dakota points are 


excessive and discriminatory; June 10, 


pp 1037 and 1061. 

Mixon-McClintoch Co vs St LIM&S&S 
et al (4150). Complainant alleges it 
has paid unreasonable rates on mules 
from Springfield, Mo., to Nariamma, 
Ark.; June 17, p 1106. 

Moore, Robert, & Co vs S A L et al 
(3896). Complainant alleges rate of 
70 cents on cotton from Moxton, N. C., 
to Baltimore, Md., is unreasonable; 
March 11, p 456. 

Mutual Rice Trade and Developing Assn 
vs 1& GW et al (4024). 
ant alleges rates on rice from Texas 
points to points in the territory south 
of the Ohio and east of the Missis- 
sippi rivers, Southeastern Freight and 
Central Freight Association territo- 
ries and Pacific Coast points are ex- 


cessive and unduly discriminate 
against Houston, Tex., and adjacent 
territory in favor of New 


La.; May 6, p 830. 
Nassen & Felton Lumber Co et al vs 
Sou Ry et al (4129). Complainants 
allege rates on window glass from 
points in Buffalo-Pittsburg territory 
to southern and southeastern points 
are unjust and discriminate in favor 


of manufacturers of window frames, 
ete., at western points; June 10, 
p 1061. 

National Lumber Exporters’ Assn vs 


K C Sou (3818). Complainant alleges 
rate of 14 cents on export lumber 
from Zwolle and Blue Lake to New 
Orleans, La., is excessive and should 
not exceed 10 cents; Feb 11, p 231. 


| 
National Refining Co vs Mo Pac (4081). 


Complainant alleges rate of 18.4 cents 
on petroleum and products from Cof- 
feyville, Kan., to Sedalia, Mo., is un- 
reasonable and should not exceed 13 
cents; May 13, p 874. 

vs L E & W 


National Refining Co 
(4082). Complainant alleges rate of 
10 cents on petroleum ccke from 
Findlay, O., to Chicago, Ill, is unrea- 
sonable and should not exceed 7 cents; 
May 13, p 874. 

National Wool Growers’ Assn vs O SL 
et al (3939). Complainant alleges 
rates on wool from points west of the 
96th meridian to Chicago, Ill, St. 
Louis, Mo., Boston, Mass., and east- 
ern cities are excessive and unjust; 
that intermountain rates discriminate 
in favor of Pacific Coast shippers; 
March 25, p 526. 

Nebraska State Railway Commission vs 
C B & Q et al (4160). Complainant 
alleges rates on coal from points in 
the Walsenburg, Colo., district to va- 


Complain- | 


Orleans, 
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rious points in Nebraska are excess- 
ive; June 24, p 1148. 

Nekoosa-Edwards Paper Co vs M St P 
& SS M et al (3844). Complainant 
alleges it was assessed excessive rate 
on one locomotive and tender from 
Allegheny, Pa., to Nekoosa, Wis., 
July 8, 1909; Feb 18, p 264. 

Neosho Milling Co vs K C Sou (3924). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unjust rates on feed from flour from 
Neosho. Mo., to Rodessa, La., Dec 24, 
1910; March 18, p 486. 

Neosho Milling Co vs K C Sou (4021). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unreasonable rate on milled products 
from Neosho, Mo., to Poteau, Okla., 
March 13, 1911; May 6, p 830. 

New England Coal & Coke Co vs Norf 
& West et al (3958). Complainant al- 
leges charges made by defendants for 
trimming and leveling boats of coal 
at their piers are unjust, unreasonable 
and discriminatory; April 1, p 590. 

New Prague Flouring Mill Co vs Minn 
& St L et al (4125). Complainant 
alleges defendants have discriminated 
against New Prague, Minn., by ad- 
vancing rates on soft coal from 
Peoria, Ill., without similarly increas- 
ing rates to Minneapolis, Minn.; June 
17, p 1106. 

Norman Lumber Co vs L & N et al 
(4057). 
overcharged on a Car of oak switch 
ties from East Bernstadt, Ky., to Jef- 
ee Ind., May 6, 1910; May 13, 
? “ 

‘North California Power Co vs Chi & 
Erie et al (3972). Complainant alleges 
it was charged excessive rate on one 
steam shovel on its own trucks from 
Marion, O., to Red Bluff, Cal., Feb 19, 
1910; April 8, p 630. 

Northern Coal & Coke Co vs Denver N 
W & Pac et al (4104). Complainant 
alleges rates on coal from Oak Creek, 
Colo, to Kansas, Nebraska and Mis- 
souri are unjust and discriminatory: 
June 10, p 1061. 

Northern Coal & Coke Co vs CRI & P 
et al (4133). Complainant alleges 
rates on coal from Pinnacle Mine, Oak 
Creek, Colo., to interstate points are 


excessive and prejudicial; June 10, pp | 


1026 and 1061. 


Northern Mercantile Co vs Nor Pac et | 
Complainant alleges it was | 
charged unjust rates on shipments of | 


al (3967). 


cedar posts and poles from points be- 


tween Granite and Sand Point, Ida., | 
to points between Idaho Falls and St. | 
Anthony, Ida., between Nov 10, 1906, | 


and Sept 9, 1907; April & p 630. 


Northern Wisconsin Produce Co vs M | 
Complainant | 


St P & S S M (3824). 
alleges it was unreasonably assessed 


with $3 demurrage on a car of vege- | 
Nov 10, 


tables at Ironwood, Mich., 
1909; Feb 11, p 231. 
Northern Wood CovsMStP&SSM 
et al (3727). Complainant alleges rate 
of 14 cents on fuel wood from Nahma 
Junction, Mich., to Racine, 
unjust and unreasonable; Jan 7, p 47. 


Oakland Warehouse Co vs A T & S F | 


et al (3739). Complainant alleges it 


has been charged unreasonable rates | 
on glass bulbs, from Fostoria, O., to | 


Oakland, Cal.; Jan 14, p 95. 


O'Halloran & Jacobs vs Bangor & A et 
al (3953). Complainant alleges rate of 
30 cents on roofing slate from Mon- 


son, Mo., to North Tonawanda, N. Y., | 


is excessive; April 11, p 590. 


Ohio Allied Milk Products Shippers’ 


Assn vs Erie et al (3798). Complain- 
ant alleges tnat defendants have 
sought to unreasonably advance rates 
on milk products; Feb 4, p 204. 


Ohio Iron & Steel Co vs C M & St P et 
al (4169). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged excessive rate on scrap 
iron from Marinette, Wis., to Brack- 
enbridge, Pa.; June 24, p 1148. 

Ohio Valley Tie Co vs L H & St L 
(3913). Complainant alleges it has been 
charged excessive rates on crossties 
from points on defendant’s line to 
Cleveland, O., and Erie, Pa., from 
or 1909 to August, 1910;°March 18, 
Pp \ 

Olive-Sterneburg Lumber Co vs Tex & 
N O et al (3795). Complainant alleges 


it was charged unreasonable rate of 


26.5 cents on yellow pine from Olive, 
Tex., to northern points between Aug 
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ga a and Aug 1, 1910; 

p 173. 

Omaha Cooperage Co vs C B & Q et al 
(4073). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged excessive rates on 
empty barrels from South Omaha, 
a to points in Idaho; May 13, p 
874. 

Orford Copper Co vs P & R et al (3804). 
Complainant alleges it has been 
charged excessive rates on cobalt 
nickle hydrants from Camden to Bay- 
onne, N. J.; Feb 4, p 204. 

Oshkosh Fuel Co vs C M & St P (3987). 
Complainant alleges rate of 7 cents on 
fuel wood from Barnum, Wis., to 
Rockford, Ill., is unjust and should not 
exceed 4% cents; April 15, p 696. 

Ottumwa Box Car Loader Co ys Wabash 
et al (3781). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate of 77 
cents on iron beams, plates and bolts 
from Ottumwa, Ia., to Independence, 
Kan.. Sept 8, 1909; Jan 28, p 173. 

Overocker, Wm. J., vs L S & M 8S et al 
(3923). Complainant asks refund of 
storage charges on hay shipped from 
Ray, Ind., to New York, N. Y., alleg- 
ing storage accrued through negli- 
gence of defendants and that charge 
is excessive; March 18, p 486. 

Pacific Stationery & Printing Co vs 
Ore-Wash R & N et al (3902). Com- 
plainant alieges rate of $6 on printing 
machines, addressing machines, etc., 
from La Crosse, Wis., and Chicago, 
IlL, to Portland, Ore., is excessive and 
should not exceed $3: March 11, p 456. 

Palmer & Co et al vs A T & S F et al 
(3832). Complainants allege $1 rate on 
lemons from California producing 
points is excessive and should not ex- 
ceed 85 cents; Feb 25, p 302. 

Paonia Packing Co vs A T & S F et al 
(3830). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unreasonable rates on 
eans from Chicago, IIL, to Paonia, 
Colo.; Feb 18, p 264. 

Paragould Lumber Co vs Fort Worth 
& RG et al (3793). Complainant al- 
leges it was charged unreasonable rate 
of 46 cents on cypress shingles from 
Paragould, Ark., to Blanket, Tex., 
Aug 19, 1907; Feb 4, p 204. 

Perry, Charles T., & Co vs Nor Pac et 
al (4045). Complainants allege that L 
Cc L rates on candles from Helena, 
Mont., to Wallace, Osborne, Burke, 
Wardner, Ida., established April 15, 
1911, are unjust and unreasonable; 
May 6, p 830. 

Phillips, A. J.. vs Grand Trunk et al 
(3779). Complainant alleges he has 
been overcharged on screen doors and 
window screens from Fenton, Mich., 
to Galveston and San Antonio, Tex.; 
Jan 28, p 173. 

Pierce, A. S., vs Duluth M & N et al 
(3748). Complainant alleges he was 
charged unreasonable rates on lumber 
from Virginia, Minn., to Rhinelander, 
Wis. (and thence reconsigned to Mil- 
waukee, Wis.); Jan 14, p 95. 

Piermont Paper Co vs Erie (3868). Com- 
plainant alleges defendant on Feb 6, 
1911, unreasonably and unjustly in- 
creased rates on paper boxboard and 
raw material from and to Piermont, 
N. Y¥.: March 4, p 415. 

Pittsburg Vein Operators’ Assn of Ohio 
vs P RR et al (4116). Complainant 
alleges rates on cargo coal, from Ohio 
fields to Cleveland. O.. are excessive; 
June 3, pp 1018 and 1020. 

Plane Milling Co vs St L S W et al 
(3903). Complainant alleges rate of 
65 cents on tomatoes in cases from 
Kenton, Del., to Fort Smith, Ark., is 
excessive; March 11, p 456. 

Platte et al vs C M & St P (3895). 
Complainant alleges rate on potatoes 
from Langford, S. D., to Kansas City, 
Mo., is unjust; March 11, p 456. 

Pole Stock Lumber Co vs Guif & S I 
et al (4164). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged rate of 30 cents on 
lumber from points on Mississippi to 
South Chicago, Ill.; that rate should 
not exceed 24 cents; June 24, p 1149. 

Poplar Bluff Light & Power Co vs B & 
O et al (3728). Complainant alleges 
rate of 63 cents on machinery from 
Washington, D. C., to Poplar Bluff, 
Mo., is unreasonable and should not 
exceed 61 cents; Jan 7. p 47. 

Post, P. P., Covs DL & W et al (3805). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unreasonable rate of $1.89 on sugar 


Jan 28, 
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butter, from Utica, N. Y¥., to Los An- 
geles, Cal., Feb 5, 1910; Feb 4, p 204. 

Price Cereal Produce Co et alvsC & A 
et al (3944). Complainants allege 
rates on rolled oats from Lockport, 
IIL, to points in Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, 
Texas and Oklahoma are unjust and 
unduly discriminatory in comparison 
with rates from Chicago and Joliet, 
Til.; March 25, p 526. 

Radinsky, Abraham D., vs Colo & Sou 
et al (3867). Complainant alleges he 
was charged unreasonable rate of 95 
cents on rags from Denver, Colo., to 
St. John, Ore., Aug 16, 1910; March 4, 
p 415. 

Rail & River Coal & Coke Co vs Ill 
Cent (3817). Complainant alleges rate 
of $1.77 per ton on coal from Morgan- 
field, Ky., to Chicago, Ill., is unjust 
and discriminatory; Feb 11, p 231. 

Railroad Commission of Florida vs 3 A 
L (3808). Complainant alleges rates 
on fruits and vegetables from Florida 
points to interstate destinations are 
excessive and discriminatory; Feb 4, 
p 204, 

Railroad Commission of Louisiana vs St 
Louis Southwestern et al (3918). Com- 
plainant alleges rates into Eastern 
Texas from Shreveport, La., are un- 
just, unreasonable, excessive and dis- 
criminatory; submits tables to show 
interstate charges greatly in excess 
of Texas rates for equidistant hauls. 
(March 11, p 448; March 18, p 486). 
Supplemental petition filed asking 
that Railroad Commission of Texas 
- Agno co-defendant; June 17, p 

Railroad Commission of Nevada vs Nev- 
Cal-Ore et al (3786). Complainant al- 
leges rates between Reno, Nev., and 
other points on lines of defendants are 
unreasonable because in excess of 
_— to Pacific Coast points; Jan 28, 
p 173. 

Railroad Commissioners of South Da- 
kota vs C M & St P: Same as “Platte 
et al vs same,”’ qa. Vv. 

Railroad Commission of Washington vs 
Nor Pac et al (3769). Complainant 
alleges that rates in and out of South 
Tacoma are discriminatory in favor of 
other sections of Tacoma; Tacoma 
rates asked; Jan 28, p 173. 

Reinhardt Grain Co vs Okla Cent et al 
(4128). Complainant alleges rate of 
29% cents on snap corn from Blanch- 
ard, Okla., to Terrell, Tex., was un- 
reasonable; June 10, p 1061. 

Reinhardt Grain Co vs A T & S F et 
al (4145). Complainant alleges rate 
of 44% cents on alfalfa hay from 
Messila Park, N. M., to Blooming 
Grove, Tex., was excessive; June 10, 
Pp 1061. 

Reinhardt Grain Co vs Mo & Nor Ark 
et al (4158). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unjust rate of 30% cents 
on ear corn from Fairview, Mo., to 
Terrill, Tex.; June 2, pp 24, 1149. 

Reno Wholesale Liquor Store, Inc, vs 
Sou Pac (3745). Complainant alleges 
it. has been charged excessive rates 
on shipments of mixed wines and 
brandies from San Francisco, Cal., 
to Reno, Nev.; Jan 14, p 95. 

Reynolds, Davis & Covs StLIM&S&S 
et al (4111); same vs Ft Smith & W 
et al (4123). Complainant alleges rate 
of 66 cents on paper shells and metal- 
lic cartridges from Kings Mills, O., te 
Fort Smith, Ark., is unjust; June 10, 
p 1061. 

Roach & Musser Sash & Door Co vs P 
Cc Cc & St L et al (3848). Complain- 
ant alleges rates on window glass 
from various points to Muscatine, Ia., 
are discriminatory in favor of Chi- 
cago, Il.; Feb 18, p 264. 

Roahen-Gary Grain Co vs AT &SF 
(33851). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate on wheat 
from Neosha Falls, Kan., to Kansas 
City, Mo., July 19, 1910; Feb 25, p 302. 


Robinson Clay Products Co vs P R R 
et al (3849). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate on fire 
brick from Parral, O., to Midland, 
Ont., Sept 16, 1910; Feb 25, p 303. 


Robinson Clay Products Co vs CA &C 
et al (3882). Complainant alleges rate 
of 18 cents on stoneware from Akron, 
O., to Woodstock, Ont., is unreason- 
able; March 11, p 456. 


Rogan, R. M., vs Va & S W et al (3950). 
Complainant alleges he was charged 
excessive rates on lumber from Church 
Hill, Tenn., to Johnson City, Tenn.; 
April 1, p 590. 

Rose, R. M., vs N C & St L et al (3708). 
Complainant alleges that rates on 
wines and liquors from various points 
to Chattanooga, Tenn., and Jackson- 
ville, Fla., are unjust and unduly dis- 
criminatory against those cities; Jan 
7, p 47. 

Rosedale Foundry & Machine Co vs P 
R R et al (3747). Complainant alleges 
rate of 18 cents on castings from 
Pittsburg, Pa., to New York, N. Y., 
when for export to Colon, Panama, is 
unjust and discriminatory; Jan 14, 
p 95. 

Rosenbaum Bros vs B & O (3732). Com- 
plainants allege that during 1908 de- 
fendant charged its locals in and out 
of Sandusky, O., on large number of 
shipments of wheat stopped in transit 
there while en route to Baltimore, 
Md., and that shipments should have 
taken through rates from origin to 
destination: Jan 14, p 95. 

Rosenblatt Bros Co vs P R R et al 
(3729). Complainants allege they were 
charged unreasonable rate of 91.3c on 
cotton shoddy lining, from Wissa- 
hickon, Pa., to Beloit, Wis.; Jan 14, 
p 95. 

Rumsey, L. M., Manufacturing Co vs 
Cc B & Q (3861). Complainant al- 
leges it was charged excessive rates 
on one barrel, one drum, one box of 

iron pipe fittings and one box of 
solder, from St. Louis, Mo., to Den- 
ver, Colo... Aug 11, 1910; Feb 25, p 303. 

Ryland & Brooks Lumber Co vs C & O 
et al (3984). Complainant alleges rate 
of 26 cents on lumber from Mineral, 
Va., to Passaic, N. J., is unreason- 
able; April 15, p 696. 

Sallisaw Cotton Oil Co vs St LIM & 
S et al (4044). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate of 75 
cents per cwt. on 80 bales of burlap 
bags from New Orleans, La., to Salli- 
saw, Okla., Oct 14, 1910; May 6, p 830. 

Santa Rosa Traffic Assen vs Sou Pac et 
al (3799). Complainant alleges rates 
to and from Santa Rosa, Cal., are in 


violation of the Act to regulate com- | 
merce, when compared with other 


California rates; Feb 4, p 204. 

Schlitz, Jos., Brewing Co., vs AT &S 
F et al (4100). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged excessive rates on 
empty beer packages returned from 
Needles, Cal., to Milwaukee, Wis.; 
June 10, p 1061. 

Schnieder, H. C., vs Sou Pac et al 
(3835). Complainant alleges he has 
been charged excessive rates on hogs 
from Brawley, Cal., to El Paso, Tex.; 
Feb 18, p 264. 

Schoenhofen, Peter, Brewing Co vs C 
& N W (3870). Complainant alleges it 
has been assessed unreasonable rates 
on empty beer carriers from Carroll, 
Ta., to Chicago, Ill., during May-Aug, 
1909; March 4, p 415. 

Schoenhofen, Peter, Brewing Co vs C 
M & St P (4154). Complainant al- 
leges it has been charged excessive 
rate of 22%c on empty beer pack- 
ages from Pittsburg, Kan., to Chi- 
cago, Ill.; June 24, p 1149. 

Seott Paper Co vs P R R et al (4094). 
Complainant alleges L C L rate on 
toilet paper from Philadelphia, Pa., 
to various interstate destinations is 
excessive and discriminatory in favor 
of Albany, N. Y.; May 20, p 922. 

Sheffield-King Milling Co vs Ia Cent et 
al (4089). Complainant alleges de- 
fendants have unreasonably increased 
rate on soft coal from Farmington, 
Iil., to Faribault, Minn., 10c per ton; 
that rate should not exceed those in 
effect to Minneapolis; May 13, p 874. 

Sheldon, Willis E., vs Grand Trunk et 
al (4147). Complainant alleges he has 
been charged excessive rate on dam- 
aged wheat from Milwaukee, Wis., to 
Schoolcraft, Mich.; June 17, p 1107. 

Simms, W. A., et al vs A C L (——-»). 
Complainants allege that they are 
charged unreasonable rate of $30.96 
per car on watermelons from Ousley, 
Ga., to Charleston, S. C., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds; that rate should 
not exceed $22; Jan 14, p 96. 7 

Slider, Edward T., vs Sou Ry et al 
(3884). Complainant alleges rates on 
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coal from New Albany, Ind., to East 
St. Louis, Ill, St. Louis, Mo., ang 

Louisville, Ky., are excessive; March 
11, p 456. 

Smith, Booth, Usher Co, Inc, vs L g 
& M §S et al (4043). Complainant al- 
leges rate of $1.50 on three boilers 
and parts from Erie, Pa., to Coalinga, 
Cal., is unjust; May 13, p 874. 

Smith, Percy, Grain Co vs St L& SF 
(3759). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unreasonable rates on 
grain from Kansas City, Mo., to points 
in Louisiana, Arkansas, Alabama and 
Mississippi; Jan 28, p 173. 

Southern Shuttle & Bobbin Co vs Tal- 
lulah Falls et al (3714). Complainant 
alleges it was charged unreasonable 
rate of 36-cents on rough wooden 
billets from Franklin, N. C., to West- 
minster, S. C.; Jan 14, p 95. 

Southern Queen Range Co vs C N O 
& T P et al (3955). Complainant al- 
leges classification in Southern Classi- 
fication of steel sheets loose is un- 
reasonable and should not be higher 
than steel sheets in crates or in bun- 
dles; Avril 1, p 590. 

Southwestern Brick Covs AT &SF 
et al (4097). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged unreasonable rate 
on brick from Cherryvale, Kan.,*to 
Milan, Mo.; June 3, p 1018. 

Southwestern Laundry Machine Co vs 
Wabash et al (3876). Complainant al- 
leges it has been charged excessive 
rates on laundry machinery from 
Rochester, N. Y., to Kansas City, Mo., 
and Omaha, Neb.; March 11, p 456. 

Southwestern Portland Cement Co vs 
AT &S F (3712). Complainant alleges 
that rates of 12.5 and 17 cents, re- 
spectively, from El Paso, Tex., to 
Deming and Engle, N. M., as applied 
on Portland cement are unjust and 
discriminate in favor of Kansas pro- 
ducers; Jan 14, p 95. 

Spanley, Charles A., and John E. O’Con- 
nor, vs Wabash et al (3776). Com- 
plainants allege they were charged 
unreasonable rate on coiled elm hoops 
from Wakarusa, Ind., to Williams- 
port, Pa., July 13, 1910; Jan 28, p 173. 

Spiegle, Geo. M., vs Sou Ry (3789). 
Complainant alleges rates on milling- 
in-transit on lumber at Johnson City, 
Tenn., since May 16, 1919, are unjust; 
Jan 28, po 174. 

Spokane Drug Co vs Gt Nor (4064). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
excessive rate on epsom salts from 
Oroville, Wash., to Spokane, Wash.; 
May 13, p 874. 

Standard Oil Co vs Elgin, J & E et al 
(4054). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unreasonable rates on 
gasoline and petroleum refined oil from 
Whiting, Ind., to Columbus, Wis.; 
May 13, p 874. 

Standard Oil Co vs K C Sou et al 
(4093). Complainant: alleges it has 
been charged unjust rates on petro- 
leum products from Sugar Creek, Mo., 
to South Dakota points; May 20, pp 
98, 922. 

Standard Oil Co vs C C C & St L 
(4134). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged excessive rates on crude 
oil in tank cars from Duncanville, II, 
to Fortville, Ind.; June 17, p 1107. 

Standard Oil Co vs Ill Term et al (4146). 
Complainant alleges it has been 
charged excessive rates on fuel oil in 
tank cars from Wood River, Ill, to 
St. Louis, Mo.; June 17, p 1107. 

Star Milling & Elevator Co vs M K & 
T et al (4036). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged excessive rate of 
34.5¢ on bulk corn from Broken Ar- 
row, Okla., to Amarillo, Tex.; Oct 22, 
1910; May 6. p 830. 

State of Kansas and Board of Railroad 
Comissioners vs A T & S F et al 
(——). Complainants allege that rates 
from St. Louis, Mo., to Kansas City, 

Hutchinson, Wichita, Topeka, Sa- 
lina, Goodland, Dodge City and other 
Kansas points are unjust in compari- 
son with rates to Missouri River 
points; Jan 14, p 96. 

Steinhardt & Covs NO &N E et al 
(3819). Complainant alleges it was 
Charged unreasonable rate on cotton- 
seed oil from New Roads, La., to 
Gulfport, Miss.; Feb 11, p 231. 

Sterling Salt Co vs P R R (8801). 
Complainant alleges it was put to 
unreasonable charges because it had 
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to furnish grain doors for bulk ship- 
ments of fine salt; reparation asked; 
Feb 4, p 204. 

st Louis Blast Furnace Co vs Virginia 
et al (——). Complainant alleges rates 
om coke from Page, W. Va., to St. 
Louis, Mo., are unjust and discrimi- 
natory; Feb 11, p 231. 

Stonega Coal & Coke Co et al vs L & 
N et al (83771). Complainant alleges 
defendant L & N refuses to make 
through joint rates and _ through 
routes with the Interstate Ry from 
Stonega, Osaka, Roda, Arno and 
Roaring Fork, Va., to points in Ken- 
tucky, Cincinnati, O., to points in 
Indiana and tv points on the C CC 
& St L; that it refuses to join in 
through routes and rates with the Va 
& S W from Keokee, Va., to points 
before mentioned, thereby placing 
complainants at an undue advantage 
and giving their competitors in Wise 
and Lee counties undue preference; 
Jan 28, p 174. 

Strassburg Steam Flouring Mills vs 
Sou Ry (3788). Complainant alleges it 
is unjustly discriminated against in 
milling-in-transit arrangements of de- 
fendant; Feb 4, p 204. 

Stricklin, J. H., & Co vs L & N (3979). 
Complainants allege they have been 
charged unreasonable rates on cross- 
ties from Stavix, Va., Dryden, Va., 
and Portha, Ky., to Cincinnati, O.; 
April 15, p 696. 

Sunderland Bros vs M K & T et al 
(3764). Complainants allege they have 
— overcharged on Portland cement 
rom Chanute, Kan., to Wood River, 
Neb., and from Iola, Kan., to Elm 
Creek, Neb., in 1909; Jan 28, p 174. 

Sunderland Bros vs M K & T et al 
(3765). Complainants allege that they 
have been overcharged on shipments 
of brick from various points in Kan- 
sas io various destinations in Iowa; 
Jan 28, p 174, 

Sunderland Bros vs C & N W (3766). 
Complainants allege they have been 
charged unreasonable rates on sand 
from Fremont, Neb., to West Side, 
Whiting and Arthur, ——.; Jan 28, 
p 174. 

Swift & Co vs Gulf Colo & S F (3803). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unreasonable rate of 45 cents from 
North Fort Worth, Tex., to De Rid- 
der, La., Jan 23, 1909; Feb 4, p 205. 

Swift & Co vs K C Sou et al (3859). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unjust rate on fertilizer from South 
Omaha, Neb., to Oakland Plantation, 
La., Feb 5; Feb 25, p 303. 

Taylor & Mason vs Coal & Coke Ry et 
al (3850). Complainants allege they 
were charged unjust rates because of 
misrouting on lumber from Midoali, 
W. Va., to Buffalo, N. Y., Feb, 1909; 
Feb 25, p 303. 

Traffic Bureau of Sioux City Commer- 
cial Club vs Anderson & S R et al 
(3864). Complainant alleges that 
rates on iumber and forest products 
from southern producing points to 
Sioux City, Ia., have been and are 
oo and discriminatory; Feb 25, 
p. 303. 

Traffic Bureau of the Sioux City Com- 
mercial Club vs C & N W et al 
(3881). Complainant alleges class 
rates from Sioux City, Ia., to points 
in southwestern Minnesota are ex- 
cessive; March 11, p 456. 

Traffic Bureau of the Sioux City Com- 
mercial Club et al vs A T & S F 
et alk (4011). Complainants allege 
rates from Missouri River cities to 
points in southeastern Wyoming, 
southwestern Nebraska and western 
Kansas are unjust and unreasonable 
per se and discriminate in favor of 
Chicago and Mississippi River points; 
May 6, p 831. 

Tremont Lumber Co vs Tremont & Gulf 
et al (3791). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate on log 
loader from Eros, La., to Groveton, 
Tex., Dec 1, 1908; Jan 28, p 174. 

Tularosa Copper Co vs Ariz Hast et al 
(4003). Complainant alleges it paid 
unjust rate on second-hand machinery 
from Kelvin, Ariz., to Tularosa, N. 
M.; April 29, p 799. 

Tuthill Spring Co vs C & N W et al 

(4047). Complainant alleges it has 

been charged unreasonable rates on 


steel wagon springs from Chicago, IIL, 
to Kenosha and Racine Junction, 
Wis.; May 13, p 874. 

Tyler Grocery Co vs Southern Express 
et al (3732). Complainant alleges it 

‘ was charged unreasonable rate on box 
of- paper cartons from New York, N. 
Y., to Birmingham, Ala.; Jan 14, p 96. 

Underwood Veneer Co vs C M & St P 

; et al (3833). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged unreasonable rates 
on built-up woods and birch veneer 
from Weusau, Wis., to Grand Rapids. 
Mich.; Feb 18, p 264. 

Union Tanning Co vs L & N et al 
(4165). Complainant alleges it was 
charged rate of 15%c on bark from 
Provst, Tenn., to Chattanooga, Tenn.; 
June 24, p 1149. 

United States vs Sou Pac (3752). Com- 
plainant alleges it was charged un- 
reasonable rate on 271 cavalry horses 
and 10 mules from Huachuca, Ariz. 
Ter., to San Francisco, Cal., Dec 31, 
1908; Jan 14, p 96. 

United States vs P R R et al (3921). 
Complainant alleges passenger rates 
from Brooklyn, N. Y., to Morristown, 
Tenn.; from New York, N. Y., to 
Knoxville, Tenn., and from Philadel- 
phia, Pa., to Chattanooga, Tenn., 
are excessive; March 18, p 486. 

Vail, Aaron T., vs St L & S F et al 
(3900). Complainant alleges he was 
assessed unreasonable rates on staves 
from Pascola, Mo., to Fort Wayne, 
Ind., April 19, 1910; March 11, p 456. 

Vail Cooperage Co vs Paragould & M 
et al (3740). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rates on 
staves from Paulding, Mo., to Sioux 
City, Ia., Jan 27, 1907; Jan 14, p 96. 

Vilter Mfg Co vs Erie et al (4161). 
Complainant alleges it has been as- 
sessed unjust rate of $1.14 on ice 
molds from Miles, O., to Los Angeles, 
Cal.; June 24, p 1149. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co vs A C L 
(3721). Complainant alleges rate of 
$3.10 per ton on bulk acid from 
Charleston, S. C., to Gainesville, Fla., 
as charged March, 1908, was unjust 
and unreasonable; Jan 7, p 47. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co vs Sou 
Ry et al (3962). Complainant alleges 
rate of $5 per ton on phosphate rock 
from Charleston, S. C.. to Shreveport, 
La., is excessive; April 8, p 630. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co vs Sou 
Ry (3995). Complainant alleges it has 
paid unjust rate of $3.40 per ton on 
acid phosphate from Charleston, S. C., 
to Durham, N. C.; April 29, p 799. 
Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co vs Sou 
Ry (4009). Complainant alleges rates, 
Cc L and L C L, on fertilizer from 
Blacksburg, S. C., to local stations on 
the Sou Ry in North Carolina are un- 
just; May 6, p 831. 

Wahley-Warren Lumber Co vs Caro- 
lina -C & O (4026). Complainant al- 
leges defendant misrouted carload of 
lumber from Dungannon, Va., to 
Mangansville, Md., to be ‘reconsigned 
rg a Wharf, Boston, Mass.; May 
, Pp 831. 

Wahlgren Furniture Co vs C & M St P 
et al (4019). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unreasonable rate of 
$1.87 on mixed furniture from Chicago, 
Tll., to Harlowtown, Mont., April 7, 
1909; May 6, p 831. 

Walrath & Sherwood Lumber Co vs 
CRI & P et al (4173). Complainants 
allege rates on lumber from Ruscan, 
Dean, Glenwood and Bierne, Ark., to 
points in Nebraska are excessive; 
June 24, p 1149. 

Walsh & Weidner Boiler Co vs Ala 
G S (4058). Complainant alleges it 
has been assessed unreasonable rate 
of 27.5¢c on boiler iron from Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn., to Woodstock, Ala.; 
May 13, p 874. 


Washburn-Crosby Milling Co vs Sou Ry 
(3970). Complainant alleges that $145 
demurrage charges assessed against 
it during April, May and June, 1910, 
was excessive; reparation of $73 
asked; April 8, p 630. 

Waterbury Chemical Co et al vs C B 
& Q (4099). Complainants allege class 
and commodity rates between Chicago, 
Peoria and other Illinois points and 
Des Moines, Ia., are unjust, excessive, 
discriminatory in favor of Mississippi 

and Missouri River points and C B 





& Q points in Illinois and violate the 
fourth section of the commerce act; 
June 10, p 1051; June 17, p 1107. 

Weld, Steven M., & Co vs Ocean 8S S 
et al (3929). Complainant alleges it 
has paid excessive lighterage charges 
on cotton in New York harbor be- 
tween Nov 15, 1910, and Jan 15, 1911; 
March 18, p 486. 

Western Lime & Cement Co vs M St P 
& SSM (3860). Complainant alleges 
it was charged unjust rate on land 
plaster from Grand Rapids, Mich., to 
Waupaca, Wis., May 17, 1909; Feb 26, 
p 303. 

Western States Portland Cement Co vs 
Mo Pac (3904). Complainant alleges 
rate on Portland cement from Inde- 
pendence, Kan., to Kansas City, Mo., 
is excessive; March 11, p 456. 

Western Traffic Assn vs B & M et al 
(4175.) Complainant alleges rate of 
$4.50 per cwt on two bottle-washing 
machines from Lynn, Mass., to San 
Francisco, Cal., is unjust; June 24, p 
1149. 

Wheeler-Holden Co vs L & N (3719). 
Complainant alleges it was charged 
unjust rate of 43 cents on crossties 
from Wyadam, Ky., to Cincinnati, O.; 
Jan 7, p 47. 

Wheeler-Holden Co vs L & N (3792). 
Complainant attacks assessment of 
first-class rates on crossties from 
Tennessee points and Muse, Ky., to 
Cincinnati, O., as unjust and discrim- 
inatory; Feb 4, p 205. 

Wheeler Lumber, Bridge & Supply Co 
vs Nor Pac et al (3912). Complainant 
alleges {t has been charged unreason- 
able rates on fir lumber from Littell, 
Wash., and Goble, Ore., to Washta, 
Ta.; March 11, p 456. 

Whiting, Walter W., vs C B & Q et al 
(3810). Complainant alleges he has 
been charged $3.075 on motorcycles 
from Milwaukee, Wis., to Denver, 
Colo., and that rate should not ex- 
ceed $2.70; Feb 4, p 205. 

Wilkoff Bros Co vs P & L E et al 
(3802). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of $2.30 on 
dross oxide from Struthers, O., to 
Clarksburg, W. Va., Dec 14, 1909; 
Feb 4, p 205. 

Williams & Doris Lumber Co vs L & 
N et al (3889). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged unreasonable rates 
on poplar lumber from Lucius, Ga., 
to Chattanooga, Tenn., and on chest- 
nut lumber from Cherry Log, Ga., to 
Chattanooga; March 11, p 457. 

Williams & Doris Lumber Co vs L & N 
et al (4059). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged excessive rates on 
lumber from Georgia points to Chai- 
tanooga, Tenn.; May 13, p 874. 

Williamson Veneer Co vs Tenn Cent et 
al (4151). Complainant alleges rate 
of 89%c on walnut wood stumps from 
Algood, Tenn., to Baltimore, Md., is 
excessive; June 17, p 1107. 

Wilson Bros Lumber Co vs Pitts S & N 
et al (3717). Complainant alleges it 
was charged unjust rate of 12 cents 
on lumber from St. Marys, Pa., to 
ag Castle, Pa., Oct 17, 1908; Jan 7, 
p 47. 

Wilson Bros Lumber Co vs West Md 
et al (3898). Complainant alleges it 
has been charged excessive rates on 
lumber from Hambleton, W. Va., to 
p> soe and Yukon, Pa.; March 11, p 

Wilson Produce Co vs Norf & West et 
al (3865). Complainant alleges it was 
assessed rate of 61 cents on apples 
from Front Royal, Va., to Jackson, 
Va., and that rate should not have 
exceeded 41 cents; March 4, p 415. 
Winterbotham, J. H., & Sons vs Mich 
Cent et al (4106). Complainant alleges 
it has paid excessive rates on barrels, 
half barrels and kegs from Michigan 
City, Ind., to points on the Chicago 
Junction Railway; June 17, p 1107. 

Wisconsin Bridge & Iron Co vs CM & 
St P (3857). Complainant alleges de- 
fendant misrouted shipments of 
structural steel, thereby forcing com- 
plainant to pay unjust charges; Feb 
25, p 303. 

Wisconsin Bridge & Iron Co vs CM & 
St P (3974). Complainant alleges it 
was charged excessive rate on struc- 
tural iron from North Milwaukee, 
Wis., to Chicago, Ill., Aug 31, 1910; 

April 8, p 630. 
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Wisconsin Pulpwood Co vs Gt Nor 
(3981). Complainant alleges it was 
assessed unjust rates on pulpwood 
from Casco, Bruce, Cardiff, Goodland, 
Swan River, Wawina, Deer River 
and Ericksons Spur, Minn., to Supe- 
rior, Wis., between April 1, 1909, and 
July 28, 1909; April 8, p 630. 


L & N (4077). Complainant alleges it 
was charged excessive rates on logs 
from Mecleans Spur, Ky., to Louis- 
ville, Ky., for manufacture and re- 
shipment beyond; May 13, p 874. 
Young, Bedna, and F. M. Cutsinger vs 
L & N (3846). Complainants allege 
they have been charged unjust rates 
on hogs from Humboldt and McKen- 
zie, Tenn., to Evansville, Ind. (for be- 
yond); Feb 25, p 303. 

Young & Van Supply Co vs L & N 
(3767). Complainant alleges it was 
charged unreasonable rate of 49 cents 
on L C L shipment of bar iron from 
eg to Marbury, Ala.; Jan 28, 
p . 

Zanesville Barb Wire Co vs C & N W 
et al (4092). Complainant alleges rate 
of 62c per cwt on 50 rolls of wire 
fencing from Zanesville, Wis., to Will- 
=— Mo., is unjust; May 20, p 
Zang, Ph., Brewing Co vs Mo Pac et al 
(3883). Complainant alleges it has 
been charged unreasonable rates on 
empty barrels from St. Louis, Mo., to 
Denver, Colo.; March 11, p 457. 


Reparation: A complainant should state 
Seasonably and with sufficient defi- 





niteness whether he will claim repara- 
tion, so that the Commission and tha 
defendants may be advised of the na- 
ture of the claim; but every rule of 
convenience and of justice requires 
that, having made this statement in 
those general terms, the matter may 
be held in abeyance until the main 
question has been decided and the 
parties know whether any reparation 
will be awarded, and, if so, upon what 
basis. Mountain Ice Co et al vs D L 
& W et al, etc, (1529), 211CC Rep, 
45; June 3, p 996. 


COMPRESSES 


See “Bills of Lading—Misdating.”’ 


COMPRESSION 


See “Rate Hearings.”’ 


CONGRESS 


See ‘Legislation, National,” and ‘“‘Wash- 
ington News Digest.” 


CONNECTICUT 


Report, Annual: Advance sheets of 
58th annual report of state railroad 
commission show increase of $22,140,- 
525 in capital stock for fiscal year of 
1910; increase of $6,833,953 in gross 
revenue and $2,788,130 in operating 
expenses; freight revenues increase 
$3,999,245; Jan 7, p 39. 


CONNECTIONS, Switch 


See “Spur Tracks” and “Switch Con- 
nections.”’ 


CONTRACTS 


Discriminatory: Carriers should nor 
make contracts which abrogate the 
Act to regulate commerce; they should 
not refuse, because of their own con- 
tract, to furnish a delivery that is 
reasonable upon tracks which they 
use as a terminal for the shippers; 
and they should not discriminate be- 
tween commodities in the delivery 
which they give, where no reason ex- 
ists for such discrimination excepting 
the presence of a contract made with 
a private corporation, Baltimore 
Butchers’ & Abbatoir & Live Stock 
Co vs P B & W et al (2980), 20ICC 
Rep, 123; Feb 25, p 292. 

Freedom: There is no such thing as 
absolute freedom of contract; the 
power of government extends to the 
denial of liberty of contract to the 
extent of forbidding or regulating 
every contract which is reasonably 
ealculated to injuriously affect the 
public interest. A C L vs Riverside 
Mills (U S Sup Ct); Jan 21, p 130, 

Private Business in Public Terminals: 
The public stations, depots and 








grounds of carriers to a certain extent 
are also their private property sub- 
ject to their own control with respect 
to any private business carried on in 
or upon them, provided the use so 
made of the property is in itself rea- 
sonable and contributes to the public 
convenience or to the advantage of 
the carrier without creating prefer- 
ences or discriminations as between 
shippers or travelers. Southwestern 
Produce Distributors et al vs Wabash 
(3583), 20 I C C Rep, 458; April 1, 
p 559. 

Rates Based on: Special contract rates 
entered into petween a municipality 
and a public service corporation at 
the time of granting a franchise must 
fall before rulings of the state rail- 
road commisson. City of Manitowoc 
vs Man & Nor Trac Co (Wis Sup Ct); 
Feb 18, p 259. 

Violative of Act: Carriers should not 
make contracts that abrogate the Act 
to regulate commerce. Baltimore 
Butchers’ Abbatoir & Live Stock Co 
vs P B’& W et al (2980), 20 I CC 
Rev, 123; Feb 25, p 292. 


CONSOLIDATED CARLOADS 
See “Carloads, Consolidated.”’ 


cooKS 
See “Cars, Private—Employes.”’ 


CORN 
See “Grain and Grain Products.” 


CORN SHUCKS 
See “Grain and Grain Products." 


COSTS, Court 
Must be Deposited: Section 16 of the 
Act to regulate commerce, while re- 
lieving petitioners from the liability 
of costs, does not relieve them of the 
payment of official fees; U S Cir Ct 
in Naylor vs L V; Feb 18, p 270. 


COTTON 
Bills of Lading Frauds: See “Bills of 
Lading—Frauds.”’ 
Compression: See 
Compression.”’ 


COTTON GOODS | 
See ‘‘Textiles.”’ | 


COTTONSEED AND PRODUCTS 

Georgia: State railroad commission de- 
clines to order lower rate on seed 
for planting than on seed for the 
mills; Feb 18, p 260. . 

Memphis, Tenn., from Points in Mis- 
souri, Arkansas and Louisiana: Held, 
That rates should not exceed the fol- 
lowing: From and including Malden, 
Mo., and from stations south thereof, 
to and including Jonesboro, Ark., 
12% cents; from Jonesboro, Ark., to 
and including Clarendon, Ark., 11% 
cents; from Ulm, Parham and Stutt- 
gart, Ark., 12% cents; from points on 
the Stuttgart branch of defendant’s 
line, 13% cents; from and including 
Goldman, Ark., to and including Alt- 
heimer, Ark., 12% cents; from points 
on the Little Rock branch of defend- 
ant’s line, 13% cents; from Rob Roy. 
Ark., to and including Clio, Ark., 12% 
cents; from Clio, Ark., to and includ- 
ing Finn, Ark., 13% cents; form 
Finn, Ark., to and including Frost- 
ville, Ark., on the Shreveport branch 
of defendant’s line, 14 cents; from 
the other stations on said Shreveport 
branch, 15 cents; and from the main- 
line points of defendant’s line south 
of Lewisville, Ark., 14 cents. Mem- 
phis Freight Bureau vs St L S W 
(2441), 20 I C C Rep, 33; Jan 14, p 73. 

Oklahoma Points, from: Held, That 
rate on oil from defined Oklahoma 
points to Galveston, Tex., should not 
exceed 27.5 cents; that rate from 
Ardmore, Durant, Madill and Tis- 
homingo to Galveston should not ex- 
ceed 22.5 cents; that rates from the 
aforesaid points and Roff, Okla., to 
Texas points should not exceed the 





“Rate Hearings— 





following: 
Rate per 
100 Ibs. 
Cents. 
From Tishomingo to Dallas...... 14% 


From Tishomingo to Greenville. .12 
From Tishomingo to Sherman..10 
From Tishomingo to Ft. Worth. .12% 





* tinations 


Rate Relationship: 


Class Rates: 


Demurrage: 


Lumber: 


Courts—Commerce 
From Ardmore to Sherman....... 7 
From Durant to Sherman....... 7. 


From Madill to Sherman.......... 7 
From Roff to Sherman.......... i 
That blanket rate from remainin 
Oklahoma points to same Texas des- 
should not exceed 16.75 
cents, or that carriers may break up 
this group and grade rates from Du- 


i 


*-rant to Texas points, 7.1 cents, to 


Clinton, 16.5 cents; that rates from 25- 
cent group to Kansas City should not 
exceed 20.25 cents; from Muskogee 
to Kansas City, 20, and from Salli- 
saw, 14.2, and from Waggoner, 11.6 
cents, or, if carriers prefer to break 
this group, rates may be graded to 
Kansas City from 14 to 24.8 cents. 
Anadarko Cotton Oil Co et al vs A T 
& S F et al (2469), 20 I C C Rep, 43; 
Jan 14, p 70. 

Charges on cotton- 
seed products do not afford a strict 
measure for the relationship reason- 
ableness of the rates on cottonseed. 
East St Louis Cotton Oil Co vs St L 
& S F et al (2043), 20 I C C Rep, 
37; Jan 14, p 75. 


COTTON SHEETS 
See ‘‘Textiles.’’ 


COURT COSTS 
See “Costs, Court.’’ 


COURTS, Commerce (Federal) 
Allowances—Lighterage: 


Arguments 
heard in Commerce Court on applica- 
tion of carriers to restrain enforce- 
ment of order of Commission in Fed- 
eral Sugar Refining Co vs B & O et 
al, 20 I C C Rep, 200, q v; lighterage 
companies also intervene; government 
and Commission fight against any 
broad review (May 20, p 907). Court 
issues temporary injunction restrain- 
ing enforcement of Commission’s or- 
der; reason for action not stated 
(May 27, p 967). United States files 
answers to petitions of intervening 
lighterage companies and of carriers 
plaintiffs; declares findings of Com- 
mission in case conclusive; denies 
right of Brooklyn Eastern District 
Terminal (Havemeyer interest) to be 
heard in court (June 17, p 1092). In- 
terstate Commerce Commission takes 
appeal from injunction to Supreme 
Court; Solicitor Farrell makes 12 as- 
signments of error (June 17, p 1091). 
United States also appeals to Su- 
preme Court from interlocutory de- 
eree; June 24, pp 11-39. 


Winston-Salem and Dur- 
ham, N. C., from Roanoke and 
Lynchburg, Va.: Norfolk & Western 
et al ask injunction against Commis- 
sion’s order in Corporation Commis- 
sion of North Carolina vs Norf & 
West et al, reducing class rates: al- 
lege order is confiscatory and exceeds 
powers of Commission (May 153, p 
878). Application argued before 
court; carriers contend order is be- 
yond Commission’s powers (May 27, 
p 935). Temporary injunction denied; 
June 3, p 1005. 

Argument heard in Proc- 
tor & Gamble vs United States et al, 
attacking ruling of Commission that 
demurrage can be assessed on pri- 
vate cars when on the privately 
owned sidetracks of their owners; 
G. H. Warrington for complainant 
contends railroad service terminates 
when car is placed on private track; 
Edward Barton for carriers takes po- 
sition that car is in railroad service 
until unloaded; May 27, p 978. 


Docket; Feb 18, p 239. 
Jurisdiction of: See “Jurisdiction of 


Commerce Court.” 

Southwestern carriers an- 
nounce that they will take decision 
of Commission in Commercial Club of 
Omaha vs Anderson & Saline River 
et al, 18 I C C Rep, 532, fixing rates 
from southern territory to Omaha, 
Lincoln and Des Moines at 25 cents 
to:Commerce Court; reparation cases 
based on order postponed (March 11, p 
460). Santa Fe and others file suit ask- 
ing that decision in Omaha case be en- 
joined; allege order of the Commis- 
sion is confiscatory and without war- 
rant or due process of law (April 1, 
p 580). Court denies motion to dis- 
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Rates, Restricted: 


Refrigeration—Pre-Cooling: 


Southeastern Rate Case: 


Stockyards Case: 


Street Railways: 


Switch Connections: 


Water Carriers: 





Courts—Commerce 


miss bill in case, but refuses prelim- 
inary injunction; June 3, p 1017. 

Arguments heard 
in court On application of carriers to 
restrain decision of Commission in 
In re Restricted Rates; 20 I C C 
Rep, 426, q v; Solicitor Farrell for 
Commission protests against ‘“hail- 
fellow’ method of carriers coming 
into court for injunctions; wants to 
strike out part of carriers’ bill of 
complaint as irrelevant; W. Irving 
Cross and Hugh L. Bond appear for 
carriers; suggest that order of Com- 
mission is invitation to do secretly 
what has been done openly (May 27, 
p 952). Temporary injunction 
granted (June 3, p 1005). Commission 
appeals to Supreme Court from denial 
of motion to dismiss carriers’ bill; 
Solicitor Farrell makes 16 assign- 
ments of error; June 10, p 1030. 


Santa Fe, 
Southern Pacific and San Pedro lines 
join in application for injunction re- 
straining enforcement of order in 
Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange 
ease, 4 v, reducing pre-cooling charges 
on oranges; allege order is confisca- 
tory; that pre-icing is not a right of 
the shipper and cannot be extended 
by the Commission (May 13, p 848). 
Court refuses temporary injunction in 
Arlington Heights case; court con- 
strues Commission order as fixing 
maximum charge of carrier when 
pre-icing is done by shipper, not as 
requiring carriers to permit shippers 
to pre-ice; June 3, p 1005. 

Arguments 
heard on demurrer of C N O & T P 
to bill in Receivers’ & Shippers’ Assn 
vs Interstate Commerce Commission 
et al, asking for order compelling 
Commission to order 60-cent class 
scale from Cincinnati, O., to Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn.; Commission, United 
States and carriers contend that com- 
plainant has no standing in court, 
but should apply to Commission for 
rehearing; complainants contend that 
Commission exceeded its powers in 
deciding case; declare court hes juris- 
diction to hear cause; May 27, p 949. 


Argument in Inter- 
state Commerce Commisssion’' vs 
Union Stock Yards Co et al heard in 
Commerce Court; Ralph M. Shaw 
denies that Chicago Junction Railway 
is a common carrier and amenable to 
Interstate Commerce Commission; W. 
IK. Lamb, for Commission, charges 
that Junction and Stock Yards Com- 
pany are subject to Commission's ju- 
risdiction; W. McEwen, for Pfaelzer 
company, declares payment of bonus 
to his client by Stock Yards Company 
was not a rebate; W. D. Guthrie ar- 
gues also that stock yards companies 
should not be considered common car- 
riers; Blackburn Esterline appears 


for United States (May 27, p 955). | 
United States, in brief, argues that | 


Court should exercise broad powers in 
determining the case; declares present 
suit is not aecessarily a suit in equity; 
June 17, p 1094. 


Argument heard in 
Omaha & Council Bluffs Railway & 
Bridge Co vs interstate Commerce 
Commission on application to make 
Permanent order restraining enforce- 
ment of Commission’s mandate reduc- 
ing rates between Omaha and Council 
Bluffs; claim is that Commission was 
without jurisdiction over street rail- 
ways: June 3, p 1018. 


Court issues per- 
manent injunction in Interstate Com- 
merce Commission vs D L & W, the 
Rahway Valley case; case moot be- 
cause order has expired and law has 
been changed so that connections may 
be ordered upon complaint of a rail- 
road; May 27, p 979. 

Attack of Goodrich 
Transit Co et al on accounting re- 
quirements of the Commission opens 
up broad question of that board's 
jurisdiction over water carriers; wa- 
ter lines contend requirements tran- 
scend authority of Commission; gov- 
ernment replies that carriers by 
joining in interstate commerce have 
made themselves subject to the Act; 
June 19, p 1033. 


ne om Se 





COURTS, Federal (Circuit and District) 


| 


Bills of Lading: 


Class Rates—Oregon: 


Coal—Iowa: 


Demurrage: See 


Discrimination—Coal: 


Diversion—Feeding in Transit: 


Express 


Express—Iowa: 


Express—South Dakota: 








Accounting Rules: United Siates Cir- 


cuit Court, northern district of Illi- 
nois, temporarily restrains enforce- 
ment of Commission’s uniform ac- 
counting rules on Goodrich Transit 
Co; Jan 7, p 20. 


—See ‘Courts, Commerce-—Water | 
Carriers.”’ { 
Arkansas: Injunction against enforce- 


ment of two-cent passenger fare law 
and maximum freight rate-orders of 
state commission made permanent by 
Judge Trieber in United States Cir- 
cuit Court; May 13, p 878. 

English and German 
firms that lost in forged bills of lad- 
ing frauds of the Knight-Yancey in- 
terests sue Southern and Louisville & 
Nashvilie railroads at Decatur, Ala., 
to recover their losses; allege officers 
of roads were cognizant of the frauds; 
Jan 21, p 126. 

Circuit Court, 
sitting at Portland, declines to con- 
tinue pending final adjudication tem- 
porary restraining order against scale 
of class rates between Portland and 
Sast Portland and local points on the 
Southern Pacific as made by state 
railroad commission; Feb 11, p 231. 
United States District 
Court, Judge McPherson, issues tem- 
porary restraining order erjoining er- 
forcement of state cormission’s or- 
der reducing rates on soft lump and 
nut coal (Jan 7, p 48). Extends in- 
junction so as to protect all roads; Feb 
4, p 182. 


Coal—Ohio: United States Circuit Court 


of Appeals sustains injunction against 
order of Ohio commission reducing 
coal rates from district eight to lake 
ports; declares regulation beyond ju- 
risdiction of state board; May 153, p 
878. 

“Courts, Federal— 
Overcharge,’’ post. 

Jury in Circuit 
Court at Philadelphia awards $62,- 
657.75 damages against the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad to Carbon Coal & 
Coke Co et al because of alleged il- 
legal concessions granted competing 
coal operators; June 3, p 1017. 

A rail- 
road cannot make an extra charge for 
service rendered in diverting a ship- 
ment of tive stock in transit for feed- 
ing and watering, shipment moving 
under through rate holds. United 
States District Court at Denver in 
Bishop vs D & R G; March 25, p 523. 
Illinois: United States Cir- 
cuit Court, Judge Kohlsaat, overrules 
demurrer of state commission against 
bill of express companies that it is 
without jurisdiction over their 
charges; Feb 25, p 301. 

State commission 
schedule of rates temporarily en- 
joined by United States District Judge 
McPherson; April 1, p .584. 

Express com- 
panies apply to federal court for in- 
junction against enforcement of new 
intrastate rate schedule; May 27, p 
977. 





Kentucky: United States Circuit Court, 


sixth circuit, sustains constitutionality 
of McChord act creating Kentucky 
railroad commission; Jan 14, p 98. 


Louisiana: Temporary injunction issued 


by Judge Foster, Circuit Court, en- 
joining the state railroad commission 
from enforcing order fixing rates on 
gravel from Profit’s Island to New 
Orleans and the commission and 
railroads interfering with the right of 
complainant, J. W. Thompson, to use 
certain wharves and bins; Jan 21, 
p 142. 


Lumber Rates—Nevada: Application to 


suspend, pendente lite, rates on rough 
timber and iumber from Verdi to 
Goldfield, Nev., established by state 
railroad commission denied; rule laid 
down that a just intrastate rate can- 
not be condemned because in conflict 
with a railroad-made interstate rate; 
the presumption is that a commission- 
made rate is just and reasonable. 
Woodside vs Tonopah & Goldfield Ry, 
R R Com of Nev, ete; Sou Pac vs 
R R Com, ete (U S Cir Ct, 9th Circ); 
Feb 25, p 296. 

“Minnesota Rate Case:’’ These were 

suits brought by railroad stockholders 
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Misbilling: 


Overcharge: 





Rates—Jurisdiction: 


Courts—F ederail 


against their railroad companies, the 
state railroad and warehouse commis- 
sion of Minnesota and others. The 
suits were consolidated and heard as 
one. They attack the acts of the 
Minnesota legislature of April 4, 1907, 
fixing passenger rates at two cents 
per mile and of April 18, 1907, reduc- 
ing commodity rates about 7.37 per 
cent, and the orders of the state 
commission of Sept 6, 1906, reducing 
class rates from 20 to 25 per cent, 
and May 3, 1907, cutting inbound 
rates to distributive centers. The 
court finds, Sanborn, J., that said acts 
and orders unjustly burden interstate 
commerce and are null and void; that 
said orders prohibit a fair return to 
the carriers on the value of their 
property in Minnesota devoted to pub- 
lic service; that the orders deprive 
the carriers of their property without 
just compensation or due process of 
law; that state laws or regulations 
that burden interstate commerce are 
void; that to the extent necessary to 
regulate interstate commerce, Con- 
gress and the courts may regulate 
intrastate commerce; that to the ex- 
tent that it does not interfere with 
interstate commerce a state may reg- 
ulate intrastate commerce; that the 
power of the nation to forbid discrim- 
inations extends to the discrimina- 
tions caused by unreasonable differ- 
ences between intrastate rates and 
legal interstate rates brought. about 
by the reduction of the former through 
state mandate; that a net income of 
7 per cent in Minnesota on the fair 
value of the property devoted to pub- 
lic service ig not more than a fair 
return to which the railroad is en- 
titled under the fourteenth amend- 
ment te the federal Constitution; 
that, in these cases, the evidence of 
the cost of reproduction new is more 
persuasive of the value of the prop- 
erties than the market value of stocks 
or bonds, or the original cost of ac- 
quisition and construction; rates here 
outlawed found to yield the Northern 
Pacific only 2.909 per cent; the Great 
Northern, 3.359, and the Minneapolis 
& St Louis 2.47 on the fair value of 
their Minnesota properties. Shepard 
vs Nor Pac et al; Kennedy et al vs 
Gt Nor et al; Shillater vs Minn & 
St L et al (April 15, p 646). Appeal 
to*'the United States Supreme Court 
granted; extension of date of injunc- 
tion against state rates refused (May 
1S, p 877). Carriers not affected by 
original arder get temporary injunc- 
tion against two-cent fare order with 
respect to their lines; May 27, p 970. 
Carrier Low Company of 
Joliet and Elgin, Joliet & Eastern 
Railway indicted on charge of mis- 
billing strawboard boxes as woodpulp 
and strawboard (April 22, p 758). 
Carrier Low Co pleads guilty; fined 
$2,000; June 24, p 1155. 
—Silverthorne, A. K., indicted on 
onaare of overbilling lumber; April 22, 
p 744. 
—Taylor, E. B., & Co. indicted by 
federal grand jury at Richmond, Va., 
on N ventas of misbilling; April 15, 
p 700. 


Oklahoma: Injunction against enforce- 


ment of state two-cent rate and max- 
imum freight rate orders made per- 
manent by United States Circuit Court 
of Appeals at St. Louis; April 1, p 
581. 

Federal jury, in District 
Court at New Orleans, returns ver- 
dict adjudging Texas & Pacific guilty 
of collecting more than its published 
rates because demurrage was assesed 
on cars held at Westwego before for- 
mal delivery was made; Feb 4, p 205. 
—When a carrier accepts a shipment 
it is its duty to transport it to desti- 
nation and put it in the customary 
place of delivery for consignee at 
such destination; it is its duty to keep 
the freight without cost to the con- 
signee until such delivery is made. 
U S vs Tex & Pac, US Dist Ct, New 
Orleans (judge's charge to jury); Feb 
11, p 223. 


Upon petition to 
restrain defendant from charging 
rates higher than agreed by contract, 
held that question was one of the rea- 
sonableness of rates over which the 
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Courts—U. S. Supreme 





Commission has primary jurisdiction; 
trial court affirmed. Sandusky Port- 
land Cement Co vs B & O (U § 
Cir Ct of Ap, 7th Circ); April 22, p 
756. ~ 

Rebates: Bethlehem Steel Co fined 
$40,000 in United States District court 
at Philadelphia on charge of having 
benefited by illegal cancelations of 
demurrage charges (Jan 14, p 60). 
Circuit Court of Appeals sustains 
fine; June 24, p 1155. 
—Elm Farm Milk Co and New York, 
New Haven & Hartford Railroad in- 
dicted by federal grand jury at Bos- 
ton, Mass.; charge is that milk com- 
pany shipped at car rate milk in cans 
in excess of number specified in tar- 
iff (June 3, p 984). Elm Milk Co 
pleads guilty; fined $3,500 and costs; 
June 17, p 1111. 
—Delaware & Hudson and New York 
Central & Hudson River railroads; 
indictments charging rebates to Gen- 
eral Electric Company dismissed by 
District Court at Syracuse, N. Y.; 
June 17, p 1090. 
—Lehigh Valley Railroad fined $40,000 
in United States District Court at 
Philadelphia on charge of having il- 
legally canceled demurrage charges 
against the Bethlehem Steel Company 
(Jan 14, p 60). Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals sustains fine; June 24, p 1155. 


—Merchants’ & Miners’ Transporta- 
tion Co found guilty of rebating on 
grain shipments from Philadelphia to 
Jacksonville through Savannah, by 
jury in federal court at Savannah, 
Ga, (March 25, p 531). Fined $20,000 
(April 1, p 566). Indictments against 
H, C, and M. F. Miller in same case 
quashed; April 1, p 566. 

—New York Central & Hudson River 
Railroads: See “Courts, Federal— 
Rebates: Delaware & Hudson and 
New York Central & Hudson River 
Railroads,’’ ante. 

—New York Central Railroad, in 
United States District Court at Buf- 
falo, pleads guilty to having granted 
rebates on oil shipments from Olean, 
N. Y., to Vermont points; fined $35,- 
000; March 18, p 490. 

—New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Co: See “Elm Farm Milk 
Co,” ante. 

—“Ore Road Cases’: Indictments 
returned by the federal grand jury 
at Cleveland charging D, R. Hanna 
and R. L. Ireland, of Hanna & Co, 
D. T. McCabe, of tae Pennsylvania 
Co, Lake Shore & Michigan South- 
ern and Bessemer & Lake Erie roads 
and the Angeline, Mahoning & She- 
nango, Union, Ashtabula and Pitts- 
burg & Conneaut Dock companies 
with conspiracy to violate Elkins law, 
and against Pennsylvania Co, New 
York, Chicago & St Louis, Lake 
Shore and Bessemer & Lake Erie 
with giving rebates; refund of sur- 
plus dock earnings basis of charge 
April 29, p 779). President McCrea 
of Pennsylvania says, if law was vio- 
lated, infraction was technical and 
unintentional and denies that there 
Was any actual discrimination; May 
6, p 831. 

-—-Pennsylvania Railroad pleads 
guilty to charge of rebating on ship- 
ments of oil from Olean, N. Y., to 
Vermont points; fined $20,000 in 
United States District Court at Buf- 
falo; March 18, p 490. 


—Pennsylvania Railroad enters plea 
of nolo contendere to charge of failing 
to observe published rates; fined 
$1,000 in District Court at Pittsburg; 
May 20, p 927. 

—Philadelphia & Reading wins im- 
port rebate case; United States Dis- 
trict Court holds commerce act does 
not apply to shipment from a foreign 
country through the United States 
to another foreign country; May 27, 
p 977; June 17, p 1089. 
—Philadelphia & Reading Railway 
fined $40,000 in United States Dis- 
trict Court at Philadelphia on charge 
of having illegally canceled demurrage 
charges against the Bethlehem Steel 
Co (Jan 14, p 60). Circuit Court of 
—- sustains fine; June 24, p 
155. 


Refunds: United States Circuit Court 
of Appeals affirms judgment in Atchi- 


«law. While it is conceded by the court 


son, Topeka & Santa Fe vs Uhlman 
Co in which shipper was awarded 
refund representing cartage and 
steamship rates on hop shipments to 
San Francisco for interstate destina- 
tions, which it appeared carrier had 
agred to absorb, though without tar- 
iff authority, and shipments having 
moved prior te June 29, 1906; Jan 21, 
p 137. 

Reparation—Discrimination: American 
Creosote Co files suit against Illinois 
Central et al in United States Circuit 
Court at New Orleans for recovery of 
$556,000, damages because of aileged 
rate discrimination; April 15, p 645; 
April 22, p 706. 
—Naylor & Co file suit in federal 
court at Philadelphia for recovery of 
reparation from Lehigh Valley et al 
awarded by Interstate Commerce 
Commission on pyrites cinder rates 
from Buffalo (Feb 11, p 231). Judge 
Holland declines to allow filing of 
suit unless deposit covering costs is 
made; Feb 18, p 270. 

Southeastern Rate Case: Cincinnati, 
New Orleans & Texas Pacific, co- 
defendant with Interstate Commerce 
Commission, files demurrer to petition 
of Cincinnati shippers for writ of 
mandamus; Jan 14, p 98. 

—See also under ‘‘Courts—Commerce 
—Southeastern Rate Case.”’ 

Storage Charges: See ‘Courts, Federal 
—Overcharges,”’ ante. 

Switching: United States Circuit Court, 
Judge Kohlsaat, postpones hearing on 
suit against state commission switch- 
ing regulation in order to give parties 
opportunity to reach agreement on 
new rules; March 4, p 421. 

Twenty-Eight rtour Law: Judge 
Munger, United States Circuit Court 
of Appeals, holds that 36 hours is the 
extreme limit for confining sheep in 
car and that the provision applied 
only when the 28 hour period expired 


at night. U S vs A T & S F; March 
4, p 419, 


COURT, United States Supreme 


Allowances: Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission appeals from order of Com- 
merce Court’ granting injunction 
against Federal Sugar Co vs B & O 
et al, 20 I C C Rep 209, q. v.; Solicitor 
Farrell makes 12 assignments of er- 
ror (June 17, p 1091). United States 
also appeals from interlocutory order 
of Commerce Court; June 24, p 1139. 
—See also under “Courts, Commerce 
—Allowances.”’ 

Atlantic Coast Line vs Riverside Mills 
(No. 215—Oct Term, 1910). This was 
an action to recover the value of the 
goods received by the plaintiff in er- 
ror at a point in Georgia for inter- 
state transportation; the agreed 
statement of facts showed that the 
goods were safely delivered by the 
Coast Line to connecting carriers and 
were lost by the latter. Under the 
Carmack amendment, section 20, to 
the Act to regulate commerce, mak- 
ing the initial carrier liable to the 
shipper for loss and damage, suit 
was brought against the plaintiff. 
While the shipment moved under a 
bill of lading exempting the carriers 
from liability for loss on other than 
their own lines, in the lower court the 
judge directed that a verdict for the 
defendant in error be returned and 
that attorney’s fees be allowed. Un- 
der common law, the liability of the 
initial carrier, on the present state 
of facts, would not extend beyond its 
own line, but the Carmack amend- 
ment specifically imposes such lia- 
bility. This amendment the plaintiff 
in error attacks as being unconstitu- 
tional, first, because it deprives the 
shipper and carrier of their common 
law rights to make just and reason- 
able contracts in respect to goods 
to be carried beyond the line of the 
interstate carrier and, second, that 
the clause deprives the initial line of 
its property without due process of 


that the law does deny the contrac- 
tual rights alleged, it must be recog- 
nized that the power to regulate is 
the power to prescribe the rules un- 
der which such commerce must be 
conducted, citing cases, and it is 
obvious that absolute freedom. of con- 
tract is a: fiction; the power of the 
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government extends to the denial of 
the liberty of contract to the extent 
of forbidding or regulating every con. 
tract which is ‘reasonably calculateg 
to injuriously affect the public inter. 
ests. The question of liability where 
the initial carrier does not contro! the 
routing is not here an issue and js 
not considered. To the suggestion that 
the clause deprives the carrier of its 
property without due process of the 
law, the court replies that this con- 
tention rests upon a mere surface 
reading of the Act; the liability of the 
carrier which results in such a case 
is that of a principal for the negij- 
gence of its own agents. Held, That 
the amendment is valid. With re- 
spect to the assessment of attorney's 
fees, the _court holds that the justj- 
fication for this as found in the 
eighth section of the Act applies only 
to cases where the cause of action js 
a violation of the Act; the suit in this 
case is not for damages arising from 
a violation of the Act to regulate 
commerce, but from loss of defendant 
in error’s property. Having sustained 
no damage which was a consequence 
of a violation of the Act, the section 
does not apply, and the judgment of 
the lower court awarding such fee was 
erroneous to that extent and should 
be so modified; Jan 21, p 130. 

Interstate Commerce Commission et a] 
vs Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 
et al (No. 325—October Term, 1910). 
This is an appeal from the decision 
of the Circuit Court for the Southern 
District of New York enjoining the 
enforcement of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission’s order in Export 
Shipping Co vs Wabash, ete, 141 Cc 
Rep, 437, in which the rule against 
giving the benefit of carload rates to 
so-called forwarding agents was de- 
clared unlawful. Disregarding the 
elaborate grounds for dissent from the 
Commission’s opinion. as expressed 
by two members of the Commission 
and adopted by the court below, the 
case, in so far as reviewable by the 
courts, rests upon the single legal 
proposition of the right of a common 
earrier to make the ownership of 
goods tendered to him a criterion by 
which its charges shall be measured. 
All other differences, in so far as 
they do not rest upon this question, 
are based upon conclusions of fact 
which are not reviewable. This at 
once demonstrates the error of the 
court below, in basing its decree on 
the opinion of the dissenting mem- 
bers of the Commission; for, beyond 
the legal point stated, all the other 
reasons advanced by.the dissenters 
were based upon premises of fact that 
were foreclosed from consideration by 
the court by the majority opinion of 
the Commission. The contention that 
a carrier may make ownership the 
test of rates is so destructive of the 
rights of shippers that its mere state- 
ment should be sufficient to prove its 
unsoundness. There is nothing, even 
by the remotest implication, in the 
duties of a common carrier, which can 
be held to imply the power to sit in 
judgment on the title of the prospect- 
ive shipper who has tendered goods 
for transportation; decree reversed 
with instructions to dismiss the bill; 
April 15, p 669. 

Liability—Loss and Damage: Chicago. 
St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha ap- 
peals case of that road against Latta, 
involving validity of limited liability 
live stock contracts; April 29, p 795. 

Louisville & Nashville Rd vs N. P, 
Scott (No. 286—Oct Term, 1910). The 
facts in this case are not substantially 
diferent from those in the Atlantic 
Coast Line vs Riverside Mills, and the 
question of the validity of the Car- 
mack amendment is again at issue. 
The judgment of the lower court in 
favor of the defendant in error is 
affirmed upon the authority of the 
Atlantic Coast Line case cited; Jan 
21, p 134, 

Rates, Restricted: Commission appeals 
from decision of Commerce Court 
denying motion to dismiss bill of car- 
riers for injunction against Commis- 
sion’s order in In re Restricted Rates, 
20 TC C Rep, 200, q. v.; Solicittor Far- 
rel] sets forth 16.assignments of error: 
June 10, p 1030. . 


—See also under ‘‘Courts, Commerce.” 
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Courts—U. S. Supreme 





Southern Pacific Co et al vs Interstate 
Commerce Commission (No. 527— 
Oct Term, 1910). This appeal from 
the decision of the Circuit Court for 
the Northern District of California, 
denying an injunction against the en- 
forcement of an order of the Com- 
mission fixing lumber rates from the 
Willamette Valley to San Francisco, 
turns upon one point: Was the or- 
der of the Commission within the 
power of that body to make? For 
a number of years a rate of $3.10 
on lumber applied from Willamette 
Valley and Portland to San Fran- 
cisco. In April, 1907, the rate was 
raised to $5 per ton. Complaint was 
made and the Commission, 14 I C C 
Rep, 61, fixed rates of $3.40 and 
$3.65 per ton from Willamette Valley 
points, but left the Portland rate un- 
changed. The record in itself seems 
to make the conclusion inevitable 
that the complaint was not directed 
so much against the reasonableness 
of the $5 rate as the fact of the long 
maintenance of the lower charge; 
that the Commission dealt not with 
the question primarily from the 
standpoint of the reasonableness of 
the charges, but on the theory of 
equitable estoppel; that the carriers 
had established the lower rate for 
the purpose of encouraging the de- 
velopment of the Willamette Valley 
lumber industry and were thereby 
estopped from increasing the charge. 
This is borne out by the dissenting 
opinions of Commissioners Harlan and 
Knapp; nothing was inserted in the 
majority opinion to indicate the con- 
trary. Held, That the order was be- 
yond the power of the Commission; 
that it could not exercise a power of 
equitable estoppel. Decision of lower 
court, reversed with instructions to 
declare void the order of the Com- 
mission; March 4, p 405. 


Southern Pacific Terminal Co. et al vs 


Interstate Commerce Commission et 
al; E. A. Young vs Interstate Com- 
merce Commission et al (Nos. 459 and 
460—Oct Term, 1910). This is a bill 
in equity to enjoin an order of the 
Commission requiring appellants to 
cease from giving undue preferences 
and advantages to one E. H. Young, 
a shipper of cottonseed at Galveston, 
Tex., through failure to charge him 
wharfage for handling cake and meal 
over the wharves, docks and piers of 
the appellants, while charging other 
shippers; and from allowing him or 
any other person whomsoever, for his 
exclusive use, space on the wharves of 
appellants at Galvestion while denying 
such privileges to other shippers under 
substantially similar circumstances 
and cenditions. It appears. that 
the property upon which the wharves 
were built was conveyed to Collis 
P. Huntington with the understand- 
ing that terminal facilities should be 
constructed thereon for the use of 
the Southern Pacific system; authori- 
zation for construction was granted 
by the City of Galveston in 1899 and 
provision was made that wharfage 
should be exacted, except as it was 
covered by the freight rate, and all 
wharfage charges were to be subject 
to Texas regulation; this authoriza- 
tion was ratified by the legislature 
the next year, it being provided that 
there should be no consolidation of 
the ownership or franchise of the 
wharves with any other wharf com«+ 
pany by which the wharf or other 
terminal charges should be fixed: in 
1901 the Southern Pacific Terminal 
Company was organized to. construct 
and maintain docks and other termi- 
nal facilities. The Terminal Company 
owns neither cars nor locomotives and 
issues no bills. of lading; foreign 
traffic into or out of Galveston passes 
over the wharves of this company and 
the only track facilities for such 
traffic are those owned by the com- 
pany. Switching is done by the G H 
& S A, which receives $1.75 per car; 
the Terminal Company receives 50 
cents for trackage charge. The 
Terminal Company does not file its 
schedules with the Commission, but 
assesses a charge of 20 cents per ton 
on meal andcake passing over its 
docks; this is shown as wharfage 
charges in the tariffs of the rail lines. 
The company has two piers; Young 
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negotiated for the construction of a 
third for his use; a third pier was 
constructed and leased under an an- 
nual rental of $15,000, and an agree- 
ment to route Young’s shipments, ex- 
cept where purchase is interfered 
with, over the connections of the 
Terminal Company. Young pays no 
wharfage or storage charges other 
than the aforesaid rental. Complaint 
was lodged with the Commission 
against this arrangement by one 
Eichenberg, and the order before re- 
cited was issued. Appeal against its 
enforcement was taken to court. 
Upon final hearing the Circuit Court 
for the Southern District of Texas 
upheld the Commission’s order. The 
order of the Commission in this case 
expired Nov 14, 1910. It is contended 
that the case is moot and should be 
dismissed. But the case here comes 
within the rule laid down in Tram 
Trans-Missouri Freight Assn, 1666 U 
S, 290, 308, and Boise City Irr. & Land 
Co, 131 Fed, 416. The questions here 
involved are usually continuing and 
consideration of them ought not to 
be defeated by short term orders ca- 
pable of repetition, yet evading re- 
view. The motion to dismiss is de- 
nied. Four errors are charged to the 
lower court: 1, That the Commission 
had no jurisdiction over the Terminal 
Company in that it was not a com- 
mon carrier; 2, That the Commission 
had no power to declare the Young 
lease illegal; 3, That the lease does 
not constitute an undue preference 
or advantage within the meaning of 
the act; 4, That the Commission by 
its order assumed control over intra- 
state and foreign commerce not sub- 
ject to the act. to regulate commerce. 
(1) The terminal properties are con- 
trolled by the Southern Pacific Com- 
pany through stock ownership; the 
terminal property is ‘‘necessary in the 
transportation and delivery”’ of 
the interstate and foreign freight 
carried by the Southern Pacific and 
the reasoning of the Commission with 
respect to its jurisdiction over the 
terminal company is justified by the 
statute which includes all bridges and 
ferries used or operated in connection 
with any railroad, also the roads used 
by any corporation operating a rail- 
road, whether owned or operated un- 
der contract or lease, and also all 
switches, spurs, etc. (2-3) An absolute 
advantage to Young under this lease 
cannot be denied. Against this is the 
duty of carriers to treat all shippers 
alike. The argument that the own- 
ers of the wharves had the right to 
lease unused property upon such terms 
as they saw fit, would, if forcible, also 
extend to used property and thereby 
allow the exercise of any desired form 
of preference. It also overlooks the 
fact that under the charter and ordi- 
nance authorizing the existence of 
the terminal company, its facilities 
were to be public and not those which 
might be granted or withheld in pref- 
erences or discriminations. (4) To 
make the wharves manufacturing and 
concentrating points for one shipper 
and not for all is to give that ship- 
per an undue preference and being a 
preference the traffic comes under the 
jurisdiction of the Commission. In 
other words, the manufacture and 
concentration on the wharves are, un- 
der the record, but incidents in the 
trans-shipments of the product in ex- 
port trade and their regulation is 
within the power of the Commission. 
To hold otherwise would be to disre- 
gard the substance of things and 
make evasions of the act quite easy. 
The situation comes under the de- 
cision in Coe vs Errol, 116 U S§, 
577, where it is said that goods are 
in interstate, and necessarily as well 
in foreign commerce, when they have 
actually started in the course of 
transportation to another state or are 
delivered to a carrier for transporta- 
tion. Decree affirmed; March 4, p 399. 


Tap Lines—Rebates: Writ of error to 


Supreme Court in Fourche River 
Lumber Co vs Bryant Lumber Co 
granted by Arkansas Supreme Court; 
April 29, p 803. 

—See also ‘“Rebates—Tap Lines.”’ 


United States vs Erie Railroad Com- 


pany: same vs Central Railroad Com- 
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pany of New Jersey; same vs Penn- 
sylvania Railroad Company (Nos. 537- 
539—Oct Term, 1910). These cases 
are controlled by the decision in 
United States vs Lehigh Valley Rd 
Co, q. v.; April 8, p 614. 


United States vs Lehigh Valley (No. 


536—Oct Term, 1910). This is an 
appeal from the Circuit Court for the 
Eastern District of Pennsylvania. 
The case is one of what are known as 
the commodities clause cases orginal- 
ly decided and reported in 213 U §&, 
366. In that decision this court laid 
down, among other principles, that a 
railroad was prohibited from trans- 
porting in interstate commerce com- 
modities in which the carrier, at 
time of transportation, had an inter- 
est, direct or indirect, in a legal or 
equitable sense, not including there- 
fore articles the product of a bona 
fide corporation in which the railroad 
was a stockholder. The cases were. 
remanded with instructions to the 
court below to procéed in accordance 
with the principles enunciated. The 
appellant asked leave to file an 
amended bill in the court below in 
which it averred, in substance, that 
the. appellee and Lehigh Valley Coal 
Company were practically one: that 
the railroad company owned all the 
stock and the coal company form was 
a@ mere device to enable the railroad 
to escape prosecution under the com- 
modities clause; that the coal com- 
pany was not a bona fide corporation, 
and that the appellee, in legal effect, 
was the owner of the coal trans- 
ported. On objection of the appellee, 
the court denied the motion to file 
the amendment and later refused to 
dismiss the original bill without prej- 
udice. Thereupon, counsel for the 
railroad company moved to dismiss 
the bill absolutely and upon state- 
ment of appellant that it would not 
proceed any further because its pro- 
posed amendment had been disallow- 
ed, the bill was dismissed. Appeal is 
now prosecuted, error being alleged in 
the refusal of the court below to per- 
mit the amendment and in dismissing 
the bill. Appellee contends that the 
action of court below in refusing to 
admit the amendment is not review- 
able because the allowance of amend- 
ments to pleadings in a trial court is 
discretionary and may not be re- 
versed for error unless a gross abuse 
of discretion. This is elementary but 
inapplicable in this case because the 
opinion of this court in the former 
ease was not to foreclose the govern- 
ment in its suit to enforce the clause 
as correctly construed, and therefore 
in this regard the discretion of the 
court below was controlled by the 
opinion of this court and because the 
conclusion cannot be escaped that the 
action of the court below in refusing 
the amendment was an absolute abuse 
of discretion. That the proposed 
amendment was germane, is the opin- 
ion of thiscourt. It is held that while 
the right of a railroad as a stock- 
holder to use its stock ownership for 
the purpose of a bona fide separate 
administration of the affairs of a cor- 
poration in which it has a stock own- 
ership may not be denied, the use of 
such stock ownership for the purpose 
of destroying the entity of the sepa- 
rate corporation producing the article 
transported and of commingling its 
affairs in administration with the af- 
fairs of the railroad company as to 
make the two corporations virtually 
one brings the railroad company so vol- 
untarily acting as to such producing 
corporation within the prohibitions of 
the commodities clause. Case re- 
versed and remanded with directions 
for further proceedings in conformity 
with this opinion; April 8, p 611. 


Young vs Interstate Commerce Commis- 


sion et al: See “Southern Pacific 
Terminal Co et al vs Interstate Com- 
merce Commission et al;’’ ante, 


CRATES 

See ‘“‘Carriers, Empty.” 
CREAM 

See “Dairy Products.” 
CRUDE OIL 


See “Petroleum and Products.” 









































































































































CURED MEATS 


CUSTOM 


DAIRY PRODUCTS 


Indiana: 


DALLAS, TEX. 
Traffic Club: 


DAVENPORT, IA. 


Rate Basis: 


DECARIE INCINERATORS 


DECISIONS OF THE 


Cured Meats 


See ‘“‘Packinghouse Products.”’ 
HOUSE BROKERAGE 
CHARGES 


See ‘“‘Brokerage Charges.”’ 


Express: Held, That rate on eggs, 
from Pulaski, Tenn., to Birmingham, 
Ala., should not exceed 36 cents per 
case of 30 dozen eggs; Franklin, 
Stiles & Franklin vs Sou Ex (3582), 
21 1C C Rep, 88; June 17, p 1085. 
State Commission rules that 
baggage rates on cream and con- 
densed milk also apply to separated 
cream; May 27, p 960. : 
Jersey City, N. J., to Jacksonville, Fla.: 
Rate of 60% cents on dressed poultry 
not found unreasonable; Florida Mer- 
cantile Agency vs P R R et al (3516), 
21 IC C Rep, 85; June 17, p 1087. 

St. Paul, Minn., within a Distance of 
510 Miles from: Held, That rates on 
cream in cans should not exceed the 








following: 
Distance. 10-gal. 8-gal. 5-gal. 

Miles. can, cts. can, cts. can, cts. 

Dy 3 20 18 14 

| eR reer 21 19 15 

Ses aseup cer 22 2 15 

SR OP 23 21 16 

45 24 22 17 

50 25 22 17 

60 26 23 18 

70 27 24 19 

80 28 25 20 

90 29 26 20 
100 30 27 21 
115 31 28 22 
130 2 29 22 
145 3 30 23 
160 34 3 24 
175 35 3 24 
190 36 32 25 
205 37 3: 26 

Bas ercdveve 38 3 27 
IS a 39 35 27 
MN a's os Peo 40 36 28 
Re ay 41 37 29 «(| 
arose 42 38 29 
Matus 4 Aue 43 39 30 
SESE ein bus oe 44 40 3 
Ne 45 40 31 

| See 46 41 32 

US winaiso be @ 47 42 33 
aera: 48 3 Bey 
Po 0 'o'b 6 Ou 6 49 44 34 } 
Miiccbavsars< 50 45 35 | 
ET 46 36 
SR a §2 47 36 
BOB. ccs vceces 53 AN 37 
GOD. caccaséce 54 49 38 | 
WI. ecw send 55 49 38 Cid 
PY SRR 56 50 39} 
_ Seer y 57 51 40 | 


When an express company operating 
over one of the defendant rail lines 
has established these rates, the rail- 
road company will be exempted to 
that extent from the effect of this 
requirement. Cobb et al vs Nor Pac 
et al (3133), 20 I C C Rep, 100; Feb 4, 
p 189. 


Dallas traffic men organ- | 
ize club with J. E. Ludlow president | 
and G. S. Maxwell secretary; April 22, 
p 757. 


DAMAGES 

See also “Spur Tracks—Reasonable 
Regulations.” 

Claims for: See “Carriers, Common, | 
Initial.’’ i 
Discrimination: See “Courts, Federal 
—Discrimination.”’ 





Misrouting: See “Routing and Misrout- 
ing—Jurisdiction.” 


Held, That rate on cypress 
from Minot and Rome, Miss., should 
not exceed that charged from same 
points to Moline or Rock Island, Ill. 
Davenport Commercial Club vs Yazoo 
& M V et al (3312), 20 I C C Rep, 19; 
Jan 7, p 15. 





See “Incinerators, Garbage.” 


INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE COMMISSION 

Algert, C. H., Co vs Denver & Rio Grande 
et al (2929), 20 I C C Rep, 93. “During 
November and December, 1908, com- 
plainant made certain L C L shipments 
of goat skins and sheep skins from 
Farmington, N. M., to Chicago, II). 


Each bundle was marked with a large 
“A,” surrounded by a diamond, Chi- 
cago, and the bill of lading showed 
the name of the consignor and that 
shipments were consigned to ‘“Dia- 
mond A (the sign being used), Chi- 
cago, notify John Miller & Co, Chi- 
cago.”’ Complainant had been accus- 
tomed to mark its shipments in this 
fashion in the past, but under a rule 
then current in the Western Classifi- 
eation, providing that L C L ship- 
ments shall take a rate one class 
higher when each package is not 
plainly and indelibly marked with the 
name of the consignee and destina- 
tion, instead of first class rates being 
applied, one and one-half times first 
were assessed. Complainant challenges 
the reasonableness of said rule which 
is no longer in effect. While the Com- 
mission is of the opinion that carriers 
may establish rules requiring proper 
packing and marking before accept- 
ance for transportation, such a rule 
as here stated would open the way for 
discrimination, as there could be no 
uniformity between different agents 
as to what constituted proper mark- 
ings. Held, That rule was unreason- 
a reparation awarded; Feb 4, p 


Alpha Portland Cement Co vs Pennsyl- 


vania et al (2909), 20 I C C Rep, 640. 
Martins Creek, Pa., is on the Lehigh 
& New Engiand and the Bangor & 
Portland roads; across the Delaware, 
the Pennsylvania has a station of the 
same name in New Jersey; this road 
reaches complainant’s plant at Mar- 
tins Creek, Pa., by a spur track and 
makes connections with the other 
roads named for interchange pur- 
poses. Complainant had two cement 
mills which were reached by the two 
roads first named. For some years 
prior to Sept 29, 1908, the Bangor & 
Portland had a rate of $2.75 per net 
ton from Martins Creek, Pa., to Eliz- 
abeth City, N. C.; up to Jan 30, 1908, 
the Pennsylvania named a_ similar 
rate from Martins Creek, N. J. Effect- 
ive the last-named date, this rate was 
increased to $3.25, and a supplement 
in March of the same year provided 
that the name of the station Martins 
Creek, N. J., should read Martins 
Creek, Pa., but neither tariff nor sup- 
plement was posted at Martins Creek, 
Pa., until March 8, 1908. The ship- 
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ments the subject of this complaint, | 


moved Feb 28 and March 6, 1908. The 
gravamen of the complaint is that the 
failure to post the tariff misled the 
complainant to its damage; that had 
complainant been advised of the 
higher rate via the Pennsylvania di- 
rect, it would have delivered its traffic 
to the Bangor & Portland, which 
would have turned it over to the 
Pennsylvania, and thereby enjoyed 
the $2.75 rate. Instead, shipments go- 
ing directly via the Pennsylvania as 
initial carrier, the higher rate was 
charged. When the first shipment 
moved, the Pennsylvania had . no 
through rate from Martins Creek, Pa., 
but there was a combination of $2.75 
on Norfolk, Va., which should have 
been applied. The $3.25 rate was in 
effect at time the second shipment 
moved, but the Norfolk combination 
had not been canceled. Effective 
June 30, 1910, the rate from Martins 
Creek, Pa., to Norfolk was advanced 
to $1, making the combination rate $3, 
Heid, That rate for future should not 
exceed Norfolk combination; repara- 
sg Ait cea on $2.75 basis; May 20, 
p 894. 


American Cigar Co vs Philadelphia & 


Reading et al (2473), 20 I C C Rep, 
81. The complaint here chalienges the 
reasonableness of a rate of 35.5 cents 
on leaf tobacco in bales from Ephrata, 
Pa., to Richmond, Va. Shipments 
forming the basis of the complaint 
moved in March and April, 1908; it is 
averred that rate should not have ex- 
ceeded 21 cents. The Commission, 
however, is unable to find any basis 
for the rate charged; the proper rate 
would have been Official Classification 
fourth, 24 cents. Allegation that rate 
should not have exceeded 21 cents is 
based upon fact that that was the 
commodity rate from Lancaster, Pa.. 
and nearby points to Richmond and 
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that in this rate the Philadelphia ¢ 

Reading concurred. The rate at Lan- 
caster was forced by competition; its 
extension to other points, now includ- 
ing Ephrata, was, it is contended, 
forced by competitive conditions. 
While this rate is in effect to Ephrata 
now, it does not apply over the route 
taken by complainant’s shipments. 
The straight overcharge heretofore 
mentioned should be refunded with- 
out order from the Commission. The 
Commission is, however, unable to 
find that the 24-cent rate was unrea- 
sonable, nor that the lower rate from 
Lancaster had subjected Ephrata to 
undue disadvantage. Complaint dis- 
missed; Feb 4, p 194. 

American Hay Co vs Lehigh Valley 
(3064), 21 I C C Rep, 166. Complain- 
ant has a hay shed at Townley, N. J., 
on the defendant’s line. For the serv- 
ice rendered the complainant at that 
place in the stopping, switching and 
reconsignment of cars the defendant 
charges $2 per car. Complainant 
alleged that this charge is unreason- 
able, excessive and unduly discrimi- 
natory and asked reparation on pas: 
shipments and an order establishing 
a lower charge for the future. The evi- 
dence fails to show that the charge 
is unreasonable or excessive and the 
only discrimination shown has been 
corrected. This discrimination con- 
sisted in allowing Sayre, Pa., the 
privilege of free reconsignment, if or- 
dered within 24 hours after arrival of 
ear at Sayre. This privilege was in- 
augurated at Sayre, June 17, 1910, 
and was not extended to Townley until 
Dec 1, 1910. Between these dates, 
upon cars at Townley upon which re- 
consignment orders were given within 
24 hours, the imposition of the recon- 
signment charge constituted an undue 
discrimination and reparation will be 
awarded. Since May 1, 1909, no charge 
has been made at Sayre on cars upon 
which reconsignment orders have been 
filed prior to or immediately upon the 
arrival of the car at Sayre. This 
privilege has not been extended to 
Townley, because that place is not a 
division point, whereas Sayre is, and 
trains are made up at Sayre. So far 
as hay traffic at Townley is concerned, 
it means practically the complain- 
ant’s warehouse on a side track; 
June 24, p 1134. 


Anaconda Copper Mining Co vs Chicago 


& Erie et al (2207-2211; 2383-2386), 21 
IC C Rep, 40. These cases were dis- 
posed of in 19 I C C Rep, 592. Upon 
reargument, mainly upon question of 
reparation, it is held that former ac- 
tion should not be modified; com- 
plaints dismissed; June 3, p. 995. 
Anadarko Cotton Oil Co et al vs Atchi- 
son, Topeka & Santa Fe et al (2469), 
20 I C C Rep, 43, This complaint, 
filed in May, 1909, was brought by 32 
Oklahoma cottonseed concerns and at- 
tacks as unjust and discriminatory 
the rates on cottonseed products from 
complainants’ plants throughout the 
state to practically all points of con- 
sumption. A reduction of rates is 
asked for and, in addition, petitioners 
pray for the establishment of refining 
in transit rules at Greenville, Sher- 
man, Dallas and Fort Worth, Tex., 
on cottonseed oil originating on speci- 
fied lines in Oklahoma and for a re- 
duction in the back-haul charges on 
the refined products. Little Rock, 
through its Merchants’ Freight Bu- 
reau, intervened to say that any re- 
ductions given the Oklahoma mills 
will close that much territory to Ar- 
kansas plants. The defendants gen- 
erally deny the allegations of unrea- 
sonableness and _ discrimination. A 
comparison of rates on cottonseed oil 
to Cincinnati, O., reveals the follow- 


ing: 
Dis- Rev. per 
tance. Rate. ton-m. 


From— Miles. Cents. Mills. 


Memphis, Tenn.... 494 17 6.88 
Little Rock, Ark... 627 21 6.69 
Fort Smith, Ark... 757 25 6.60 


East. Okla. points, 

averaging ....... 800 28 7 
Central and West- 

ern Okla. points, 

averaging ....... 900 40 8.89 
With respect to rates to the West, 
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attention was called to the fact that 
the average distance to Kansas City 
from the Oklahoma points was less 
than from Little Rock; that the same 
was true with respect to Denver; 
blanket rates of 17 and 30 cents, re- 
spectively, applied on meal and cake 
from both points of origin; that the 
average rate per ton per mile from 
Oklahoma points is in excess of that 
from Little Rock. Rates on oil to 
Kansas City compare as follows: 


Dis- Rev. per 
tance. Rate, ton-m. 
From— Miles. Cents. Cents. 


Memphis, Tenn... 484 20 0.827 
Little Rock, Ark.. 483 20 0.828 
Fort Smith, Ark.. 328 16 0.976 
Wagoner, Okla... 238 16 1.345 
Sallisaw, Okla.... 291 16 1.099 
Muskogee, Okla... 254 20 1.575 
From the remaining points in Okla- 
homa a blanket rate of 25 cents ap- 
plies, yielding an average per ton per 
mile revenue of about 1.202 cents. The 
blanket rate as a whole is attacked, 
no rate from a specific point being 
singled out. Considering the question 
in this light, the Commission is of the 
opinion that, if the blanket rate is to 
be continued, the rate to Kansas City 
should not exceed 20.25 cents; that the 
rate from Muskogee, if not included in 
this group, should be reduced to 12.4; 
from Sallisaw to 14.2, and Wagoner, 
11.6 cents. Should, however, the car- 
riers prefer to break up the present 
grouping, the rate from the nearer 
points to Kansas City, e. g., Cush- 
man, 280 miles, should not exceed 14 
cents, and for the longer, e. g., Fred- 
erick, 523 miles, 24.8 cents, with in- 
termediate rates graded in between. 
(2) To Galveston from Fort Smith, 
Ark., the distance is 562 miles, the 
rate 26.25 cents; from Eufala, Mus- 
kogee, Sallisaw and Wagoner, an 
average distance of 541 miles, and 
from Ardmore, Durant, Madill and 
Tishomingo, an average distance of 
421 miles, the same rates apply. The 
average distance from the remaining 
Oklahoma points to Galveston is 562 
miles and the rate is 31.25 cents. The 
Commission finds that the 31.25-cent 
rate is excessive and should not ex- 
ceed 27.5 cents, and that the rate from 
Ardmore, Durant, Madill and Tisho- 
mingo should not exceed 22.5 cents. 
(3) In the absence of discrimination, 
no proof of which has been offered, 
the Commission does not undertake to 
establish or extend transit privileges, 
and no evidence was introduced justi- 
fying a reduction in back-haul charges. 
(4) There appears to be no through 
rates from Arkansas points to Dallas, 
Sherman, Greenville and Fort Worth. 
The present rates from five of these 
points are: 


Dist. Rate. 

From— To— Miles. Cents 
Tishomingo...Dallas ..... 163 16 
Tishomingo...Greenville... 142 16 
Tishomingo...Sherman ... 99 16 
Tishomingo...Ft. Worth.. 138 16 
Ardmore.......Sherman ... 66 19 
Durant........ Sherman ... 30 11 
Madill......... Sherman... 41 11 
) ere pn Sherman ... 81 22 


The Commission holds that they 
should not exceed the following: 


From— To— Cents, 
Tishomingo....... Dallas ....... 14% 
Tishomingo....... Greenville..... 12% 
Tishomingo....... Sherman ..... 10 
Tishomingo....... Ft. Worth.... 12% 
Ardmore...........Sherman ..... , | 
pa Sherman 7.1 
ps | re Sherman 7.1 
(RS errr -Sherman ..... 17.1 


From all remaining Oklahoma points 
to these four destinations there is a 
25-cent blanket rate; the average dis- 
tance is 223 miles, yielding an average 
per-ton-per-mile return of 2.3 cents. 
The Commission finds this rate to be 
excessive to the extent that it ex- 
ceeds 16.75 cents, but should the car- 
riers prefer to break the group, they 
may grade the rates up from 7.1 cents 
to 16.5 cents. (5) Complainants also 
ask for reparation, but under the facts 
appearing of record, this claim is dis- 
allowed. No order is entered, the car- 
riers being given 90 days to present a 
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scheme of readjustment to the Com- 
mission; Jan 14, p 70. 


Arizona Railway Commission vs Wells, 


Fargo & Co (3282), 20 I C C Rep, 571. 
Complainant charges that the rates 
on horses between Phoenix, Ariz., and 
El Paso, Tex., and Los Angeles and 
San Francisco, Cal., are unreasonable 
and discriminatory. The rates in 
question, per car, are: $500, $400, 
$575; the distances, 433, 451 and 920 
miles, respectively. The rates on 
horses are based upon merchandise 
rates at a minimum carload weight of 
10,000 pounds. When the El Paso rate 
was established, the merchandise rate 
was $5.50 per hundred pounds. The 
Commission, 16 I C C Rep, 132, or- 
dered this reduced to $3.75, but no 
change in the rate on horses followed, 
Considering all the facts of record, 
including comparative rates for other 
hauls, combination rates on El Paso, 
passenger fares, risk and service in- 
volved compared with regular mer- 
chandise, the Commission is of the 
opinion that the rates should not ex- 
ceed $300, $320 and $470 per car, re- 
spectively; April 29, p 776. 


Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange et al 


vs Southern Pacific et al (3000), 20 I 
C C Rep, 106. Involved herein are the 
reasonableness of refrigeration and 
pre-cooling charges on oranges from 
California points to eastern destina- 
tions. (1) To Chicago, Ill, a refrig- 
eration charge of $62.50 is made, and 
as no charge is made of the relation- 
ship of these refrigeration rates, 
which vary, the Chicago rate will be 
considered as standard. Complainants 
and defendants disagreed as to what 
elements should be taken into consid- 
eration, but the Commission was of 
the opinion that in determining what 
is a reasonable charge, nothing should 
be added by reason of the fact that a 
refrigerator car is used, since that has 
been taken into account in establish- 
ing the rate of transportation, nor for 
the service of inspection, which is 
substantialiy the same for all ship- 
ments; but the expense of transport- 
ing the additional weight of the ice 
and for repairs to the ice bunkers 
should be considered. When to these 
two, cost of haul and repairs to 
bunker, was added the cost of ice, 
Plus the reasonable profit allowed by 
law, it was Held, That rates were 
not unreasonable. (2) For precooling 
two methods are employed: By the 
packers, a method of cooling the fruit 
as soon after picking as possible and 
then keeping the fruit cooled until 
placed into cars, when the bunkers 
are filled up and the car sealed; un- 
der this method no space is left be- 
tween the different tiers of fruit; the 
railroad method is to load a car, run 
it into a cooling plant, exhaust the 
hot air, force in a cold blast below 
freezing point and then gradually 
raise the temperature of the current; 
this method takes from two to four 
hours; the packers’, from 24 to 48 
hours. While it cannot be affirmed 
with entire confidence that precooling 
ean take the place of standard refrig- 
eration, under all circumstances, it is 
evident that the great bulk of the 
orange crop may be moved by pre- 
cooling as applied by the shippers. 
Upon the facts disclosed by the rec- 
ord, it must be found that precooling 
at the packing house is a practicai 
method which the complainants are 
anxious to use and for the efficiency 
of which they are willing to stand re- 
sponsible, while the method advocated 
by the carriers is of doubtful practi- 
cability and one which the complain- 
ants do not dare to use, and which 
the defendants are unwilling to guar- 
antee. In view of the circumstances 
under which these oranges are trans- 
ported, ‘t is the duty of the carrier to 
furnish refrigeration upon reasonable 
demand, and in so far as the furnish- 
ing of that refrigeration is a part of 
the service rendered by the carrier, 
the carrier may insist upon its right 
to furnish that service exclusively; 
but it appears that the service of pre- 
cooling, as these shippers desire to 
use it, can only be performed by the 
shippers themselves, and the Com- 
mission thinks that upon the present 
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record it is the right of these com- 
plainants to precool and preice their 
shipments. If, however, the carrier 
has been put to additional expense in 
the furnishing of the car or in the 
handling of the shipment, it should be 
allowed proper compensation upon 
that account. Precooling costs about 
$32.50 per car; the carriers assess a 
charge against the car of $30, making 
the total cost to the shipper the same 
as when shipped under standard re- 
frigeration. It is held that carriers 
are not in case of these precooled 
shipments entitled to additional com- 
pensation by reason of the fact that a 
refrigerator car is furnished, but they 
are entitled for repairs to ice bunkers 
to an additional charge per car per trip 
one way. Held further, That rate 
when precooling is done by the ship- 
per should not exceed $7.50 per car, 
but carriers may require that oranges 
be loaded seven tiers wide and two 
tiers of boxes high; Feb 25, p 282. 


Baltimore Butchers’ Abattoir & Live 


Stock Co vs Philadelphia, Baltimore & 
Washington et al (2980), 20 I C C 
Rep, 123. Complainant conducts an 
abattoir at Baltimore, Md., manufac- 
tures fertilizer, cleans wool, cures 
hides, but neither buys nor sells live 
stock or meat, furnishing slaughter- 
ing facilities to those who wish them, 
but particularly to the retail dealers 
who are its principal stockholders. It 
alleges that it has sidetrack connec- 
tions with the main line of the P B & 
W at Baltimore and that said track 
has beén in existence 20 years and is 
used for the delivery of all classes of 
freight except live stock and that, 
since the establishment of the Union 
Stockyards at Baltimore, defendants 
have declined to deliver live stock 
upon complainant’s. sidetraek, but 
have insisted upon making delivery at 
the Union Stockyards, nearly two 
miles distant. Prior to 1891, there 
was a yard on the Pennsylvania and 
one on the Baltimore & Ohio and ad- 
joining the former, complainant had 
erected its plant; in 1889, the side- 
track was constructed and direct de- 
liveries made; in 1891 the new Union 
Stockyards were built and an agree- 
ment entered into between the stock- 
yards company and the carriers pro- 
viding that all live stock consigned to 
the Baltimore market should be deliv- 
ered to the Union Stockyards. Subse- 
quently each road established a small 
yard in the suburbs of the city for 
delivery to dealers there, but these 
are of no advantage to complainant. 
Defendants contend that they have a 
lawful right to establish an exclusive 
depot for live stock delivery at Balti- 
more and refuse to deliver it elsewhere 
and that they have constituted the 
Union Stockyards said exclusive depot; 
there appears, however, to be no argu- 
ment against use of complainant’s 
track for live stock deliveries except 
the contract with the Union Stock- 
yards Company. But railroads may 
not make contracts that abrogate the 
Act to regulate commerce; they may 
not refuse a delivery that is reasonable 
upon tracks which they use as a ter- 
minal for these shippers; they may 
not discriminate as between commod- 
ities where no reason appears except 
the existence of a contract with a 
private corporation. Held, That de- 
livery to complainant should be made; 
Feb 25, p 292. 

Barr Chemical Works vs Philadelphia & 
Reading et al (3387), 20 I C C Rep, 
77. Complainant challenges the rea- 
sonableness of an import fifth class 
rate of 27 cents on glue stock from 
Boston, Mass., to Chicago, Ill, mov- 
ing on May 5, 1910. Complainant 
alleges that rate should not have ex- 
ceeded sixth class, viz., 22 cents. Glue 
stock is a low-grade commodity; the 
fifth class rating carries articles of 
much higher value, including glue and 
hides; tannery fleshings take a sixth 
class rate, while domestic sixth class 
rates, 24 cents, apply to “fleshings, 
tanners’ or slaughterhouse offal and 
wet hide trimmings, carload.”’ Held, 
That import rate should not exceed 
rates on last-named articles; repara~ 

tion awarded on that basis. (2) Com- 

plainant also challenges the reason- 
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jurisdiction has not been seriously 
pressed, and is not here considered. 
Inasmuch as_ the service between 
Washington and Alexandria is of 
prime importance, it would seem that 


exact composition being a trade se- 
cret. Whatever difference there may 
be in these explosives in other re- 
spects, there is none from a trans- 
portation standpoint. Therefore, fol- 


lect less than the regular mileage plus 
the bridge arbitrary. The Great 
Western being the short line from 
Chicago to Dubuque, the other roads 
are forced to shrink their per-mile 





22 Decisions—Barr Decisions—Board c 
ableness of fifth class import rates | an additional traffic secured at inter- lowing Masurite Explosive Co vs p @ rates t¢ 
applied on a shipment from Philadel- mediate points would be in the nature L E RR Co, 13 I C C Rep, 405, de. Testing 
phia, Pa., to Gowanda, N. Y., but on of a net gain to the carriers. Held, fendants ordered to cease from charg. other ca 
account of the nonjoinder of certain That rates attacked should not exceed ing, in Official Classification terrj- pared t 
earriers participating in the move- 10 cents; March 25, p 499. tory, their first class rates on kanite credited 
ment, the complaint with respect to Beekman Lumber Co ys Illinois Central in carload quantities, and double first -for eact 
this shipment is dismissed without et al (3455), 20 I C C Rep, 98. Com- class rates on kanite in less-than- bridge 
prejudice; Jan 28, p 155. plainant puts in issue the reasonable- carload quantities; and to substitute circums 

Barret Manufacturing Co vs Chicago, ness of rates assessed on gum lumber therefor second class rates on carload Commis 
Milwaukee & St Paul et al (3303), shipped Dec 21, 1906, from Brilliant, quantities and one and one-half times local Y 
20 I C © Rep, 79. The complainant Ala., to Thebes, Ill., and reconsigned first class rates on less-than-carloag East D 
here asks reparation because of the to Clinton, Ia. The shipment was quantities; June 17, p 1086. Mareh 
assessment of a rate of 70 cents on consigned to complainant at Thebes, Board of Railroad Commissioners for Board of 
a mixed carload of building paper, but no routing instructions were given. Iowa vs Illinois Central et al (1666) vs. Alt 
dry, deadening and tarred felt shipped In the absence of a joint through rate, 20 I C C Rep, 181. This complaint York P 
Nov 19, 1908, from Chicago, Ill, to shipment moved via Winnfield, Ala., puts in issue the reasonableness of a Central 
Pueblo, Colo.; it is contended that a to Aberdeen, Miss., to Gale, Ill., and fare of 30 cents charged, as com- 201 C 
rate of 63 cents should have been ap- thence to Thebes. A combination rate plainant alleges, for the transportation attack 
plied. The 63-cent rate applied to of 24 cents was assessed, but subse- of passengers, localiy and on through Buffalo 
“Paper, roofing and building (includ- quently a refund of % cent was journeys, over the bridge of the Dun- tions, 
ing asbestos roofing and asbestos awarded, because of misrouting; ship- lieth & Dubuque Bridge Company be- port @ 
building paper), and saturated felt;” ment should have been routed Winn- tween Dunlieth or East Dubuque export 
the 70-cent rate was assessed under field to Memphis to Thebes. There Ill., and Dubuque, Ia. It is alleged mestic 
an item providing a rating on “‘Paper, was no rate at that time to Thebes that the rate is unreasonable per se Buffal 
building and roofing (including asbes- proper, but an 1i-cent rate for beyond and that it is discriminatory in that and te 
tos roofing and asbestos building was in effect. The bill of lading did defendants do not make this charge routes. 
paper), and straw wrapping paper, not shew any intent to ship beyond, on traffic between Dubuque and Chi- to Bos 
carpet lining miade entirely of paper, although complainant contended such cago, although the 30-cent fare is de- 18 cen 
and roofing felt other than wool felt.” was its understanding with the car- manded of passengers traveling be- falo 1 
At present, a 60-cent rate is published riers. No reconsignment charges were tween Illinois points west of Chicago rail fr 
on mixed carloads of all roofing and paid. Under the circumstances, it is and all Iowa stations, including Du- ing e! 
building papers and felts other than held that the right to the ii-cent buque. It appears that, though the recelv 
wool felt. It appeared from the testi- rate should be denied. Thebes is, bridge company has contracts with conte! 
mony that neither dry nor deadening however, only 29 miles farther from four roads, the Illinois Central domi- eee 
felt is in a proper sense wool felt, point of origin than Cairo, and to this nates the situation; it owns, or at least the a 
although containing about 5 per cent latter point a 16.5-cent rate from Winn- indirectly controls, the bridge company booms 
woolen rags, and that probably 99 per field applied. This 7 cents additional and controls the Dubuque & Sioux City we “C 
cent of all dry felt is used for roof- for a haul of 29 miles, even consider- Railroad Company, one of the lines o tat 
ing purposes; it further appeared that ing competitive conditions at Cairo, having contractual relations with the p Bay 
building and roofing paper and felt seems unreasonable and the carriers bridge company. The total income of Ordir 
are practically the same thing in trade have tlremselves reduced this rate the bridge company has averaged varit? 
and that the grouping at issue was three cents. Held, That rate to Thebes about $175,000, and the net earnings aed 
purely arbitrary. Held, That rate Should not have exceeded 20.5 cents; are said to be about 20 per cent on ake 
should not have exceeded 63 cents. reparation awarded; Feb 4, p 195. the original cost of the structure, but cesai' 
Reparation awarded, but no order en- | Big Canon Ranch Co and Corder & Co, the results from the operation of the Chics 
tered as to future rate; Jan 28, p 156. Intervener, vs Gatveston, Harrisburg bridge are book accounts only. The tram 

Beall, O. C., vs Washington, Alexan- & San Antonio et al (3326), 201 C C Illinois Central pays nothing under the s 
dria & Mt Vernon (2661), 201 CC Rep, 573. Complaint is here — the contract between it and the per k 
Rep, 406. The petition in this case ee ee ee bridge company; the rentals of the rate 
challenges the reasonableness of de- car on Tos from Dryden and San- Burlington and the Great Western are ton 
fendant’s single trip fare from Wash- derson, Tex., to Soldania, Okla., was also adjusted through book entries from 
ington, D. C., to Four Mile Run, St. unreasonable to the extent that it ex- Considered from the standpoint of the high 
Elmo, St. Asaph, Mount Ida and Del ceeded a rate of = on ~—s — Illinois Central as the beneficiary of were 
Ray, Va.; the gravamen of the com- between the same points. From the the revenues, it appears that that road Erie 
plaint is that said rates are equal to oe it appears no shipment of receives a guaranteed income of to b 
the rate to Alexandria, Va., although sheep has been sent to Soldania from $48,000, being the sum of the ajnua! tere 
that town is about two miles more these points for pasture since ship- rentals guaranteed by the other two fron 
distant than the average distance be- ments forming the basis of this com- lines; it also collects on its own pas- for 
tween Washington and the group of plaint moved, or had any prior to senger traffic from $20,000 to $30,000. kee} 
towns mentioned. which are interme- that time. Up to Fort Worth, Tex., a Out of this gross, it pays its propor- tire 
diate to Alexandria. The distance rate of $66 per double-deck car was tion of the expenses, the balance be- the 
from the terminus of the defendant, paid. Charges to this point were paid ing paid through the Illinois Central line 
an electric line, in Washington to by the shipper’s agent and delivery by the other two lines. What re- at | 
Alexandria is 7.5 miles; to Four Mile made to him and new bills of lading mains of the gross thus received is grai 
Run, -4.1 miles, and to Del Ray, 5.5 issued. The rate up to that point was the net income that accrues to it from rail 
miles. The fares are based on a zone therefore on an intrasate movement its ownership of the bridge after al! east 
system; the first zone extends from and beyond the jurisdiction of this its traffic has been moved across it. anc 
the Washington terminus about 1.5 Commission, From Fort Worth to des- It is only by assigning the contract sio! 
miles, and the single fare is 5 cents; tination the double-deck rate charged value to this traffic that the earnings of 
the second zone extends about two was $53.90 per car. As to this rate, can be said to approximate so large 2 ex- 
miles and takes a 10-cent fare, the upon the record, the Commission is return as before indicated. But the tio 
third zone covers about 4 miles, ex- not of the opinion that it was unrea~ fact that the net revenues of the Illi- to 
tending to Alexandria, and takes a sonable. Complaint dismissed; April nois Central from its ownership in the wh 
15-cent single fare rate. Between Ad- 22, p 723. bridge, when so estimated, may b: th 
dison, the southern limit of the second | Blake, B. E., & Son Hardware & Manu- greater than the returns on ordinary < 
zone, and Four Mile Run there is no facturing Co vs Baltimore & Ohio et business enterprises, is not sufficient pon: 
station. Four Mile Run offers little al (3559), 20 I C C Rep, 139. Com- in itself to justify a holding that the on 
travel. Other suburban lines give a plainant attacks a 65-cent rate on bridge tolls are excessive. Bridges are a 
10-cent fare for hauls of similar, or wrought iron pipe from Youngstown, precarious properties; they may be = 
even greater, distances. To establish O., to Liberal, Kan., as unreasonable damaged or swept away by floods. pa 
a 10-cent rate to the stations men- as compared with a 6i-cent rate to erection of competitors nearby may Ri 
tioned would give defendant practi- Texola, Okla. Texola is served by the draw away their tenants and seriously Bi 
cally the same revenue per passenger- same carrier as Liberal, but is not affect their earning capacity. The net in 
mile as it receives under the 15-cent upon the same line. Defendants assert revenues have an undoubted, and often te 
rate to Alexandria. The defendant Texas rate competition is reflected an important bearing upon the ques- be 
maintains that the travel from the back to Oklahoma points and that to tion of the reasonableness of rates, al 
towns mentioned by complainant is sustain the contention of complainant but the value of the service to the la 
light and therefore justifies a higher would be to subvert the entire rate shipper and the other elements so te 
rate; that only recently it has paid structure in this section. This ap- often mentioned as entering into the tl 
investors and that dividends have pears to be the fact. Held, That, un- problem must also be taken into con- st 
been recently reduced if not totally der the circumstances, no violation of sideration. Defendants also dispute is 
abandoned; that it is not subject to section 3 of the Act is shown; com- the contention that 30 cents toll is ry 
the act. Granted that travel may be plaint dismissed; March 4, p 397. paid by every passenger; the Iilinois tt 
light, that is no justification for un- Blumenstein, William H., vs Philadel- Central submitted figures to show v 
duly -burdening the small communi- phia & Reading et al (3407), 211 CC that the average was 13.15 cents per i 
ties; they cannot be expected to pay Rep, 99. Kanite, a high explosive, is passenger; the Burlington, 37 cents, Zz 
an undue proportion of the cost of a rated double first, L C L, and first, and the Great Western, between 10 T 
service designed primarily to meet Cc L, in Official Classification terri- and 25 cents, the greater proportion q 
the requirements of other and larger tory. This, as well as masurite, is a paying 10. Each defendant collects t 
communities. An examination of the proprietary name for a high explosive the toll from all local points west of t 
reports of the carrier fails to indicate powder composed essentially of nitrate Chicago, and from all other points , 
that its financial condition is as dis- of ammonia and some organic sub- where competition permits; it is only 1 
tressing as painted. The point of stance akin to an oxidized oil, the from competitive points that they col- { 
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rates to participate in this traffic. 
Testing the Dubuque toll by that in 
other cases, the Commission is not pre- 
pared to Say that the 25-cent charge 
credited on the Illinois Central books 


-for each passenger carried across the 


pridge is umreasonable. Under the 
circumstances disclosed of record, the 
Commission also declines to disturb 
local rates between Dubuque and 
East Dubuque. Complaint dismissed; 
Mareh 4; p 380. 


Board of Trade of the City of Chicago 


vs. Altantic City et al (3575); New 
York Produce Exchange vs. New York 
Central & Hudson River et al (3319), 
209 | C C Rep, 504. These complaints 
attack ex-lake rates on grain from 
juffalo, N. Y., to eastern destina- 
tions; the first case involves both ex- 
port and domestic rates; the second 
export only. it is contended that do- 
mestic rates on wheat, ex-lake from 
Buffalo, are unduly discriminatory 
and tend to divert traffic to all-rail 
routes. For instance; from Chicago, 
to Boston the all-rail rate on wheat is 
18 cents; the ex-lake rate from Buf- 
falo is 13.3 cents; the division all- 
rail from Buffalo, 7.9 cents. Deduct- 
ing elevation absorption, the carrier 
receives about 12.5 cents. Defendants 
contend that their ex-lake rates are 
reasonable and that the division of 
the all-rail rate, Buffalo to destina- 
tion. should not be a standard of com- 
parison. In Banner Milling Co, 19 
| C C Rep, 128, the Commission held 
a rate of 13 cents on flour from Buf- 
falo to Boston was not unreasonable. 
Ordinarily wheat and flour are on a 
parity. if the Banner case is ad- 
hered to, it must be held that the ex- 
lake rate, while liberal, is not ex- 
cessive. To Buffalo, via lake from 
Chicago, the movement is largely by 
tramp steamer with very low rates, 
the average last year being 1.25 cents 
per bushel. This, added to the ex-lake 
rate would give a total rate to Bos- 
ton of 9.25 cents. The grain rates 
from Chicago to the eastern ports are 
highly competitive; originally they 
were determined by rates via the 
Erie canal, but that route has ceased 
to be a factor. It may be to the in- 
terest of roads having through lines 
from Chicago to accept lower divisions 
for the haul east of Buffalo so as to 
keep the traffic on their lines the en- 
tire haul. Moreover, through Bu falo, 
the rail lines must meet the rate of 
lines that do not serve that port or 
at least cannot advantageously handle 
grain from Buffalo by rail. The all- 
rail lake rate from Chicago to the 
east competes with the lake- 
and-rail rate and therefore the divi- 
sion east of Buffalo is no criterion 
of the reasonableness of the Buffalo 
ex-lake rate. Moreover, a_reduc- 
tion in this rate would only lead 
to a reduction in the all-rail rate, 
which would again bring on about 
the very situation now complained 
of. Again it should be noted 
that present ex-lake wheat rates are 
on a practical parity with local flour 
rates, from Buffalo. Buffalo millers 
largely grind ex-lake wheat; to sus- 
tain the complaint would mean the 
establishment of rates on grain from 
Buffalo from 3 to 5 cents under the 
Buffalo flour rate; this would in- 
evitably throw the grinding of flour 
to the seaboard and seriously injure, 
not only Buffalo, but aTect mills at 
ail western points. At present ex- 
lake rates on export wheat, Buffalo 
to New York, are 5% cents; this is 
the prevailing rate for the open sea- 
son of navigation. Serious complaint 
is made that the grain traffic of the 
country is being diverted to Mon- 
treal. This is borne out bv statistics 
which show that from 1906 to 1910 
inclusive the percentage of wheat 
grown in the United States and ex- 
ported through New York fell from 
97.7 to 25.1, while that through Mon- 
treal jumped from 8.3 to 74.9 per cent; 
that Canadian wheat through New 
York increased from 14.8 to 22,3. and 
made a corresponding decline at Mon- 
treal. In every respect, but trans- 
portation, New York has the advan- 
tage over Montreal: the latter is a 
winter port, insurance is higher and 
shipping and storage facilities are in- 
ferior to those of New York. Car- 





riers, however, decline to reduce their 
rate on the ground that 4 cents asked 
for by complainants, is unremunera- 
tive. Taking out lighterage and ele- 
vation deductions, the net rate, on 
4 cents, would be 1 cent less per 
bushel, a rate of 2.5 mills per ton per 
mile. This rate, however, excluding 
one-half cent lighterage, is slightly in 
excess of the carrier’s division on the 
all-rail export rate from Chicago for 
the same service. Carriers fear, 
moreover, that the application of a 4- 
cent rate during the navigation sea- 
son would disorganize the general 
rate structure on grain from the west 
to the seaboard. Under all the cir- 
cumstances shown, the Commission is 
of the opinion that a 4-cent per bushel 
rate might well be established during 
the period of navigation, but the rate 
itself is so low and the margin above 
cost of operation so narrow, that the 
Commission does not feel warranted in 
making an order requiring this. Bal- 
timore, through its Chamber of Com- 
merce, intervened, and raised the 
question of the reasonableness of the 
differential adjustment fixed some 
years ago, 11 I C C Rep, 13. This 
is a subject that interests all the 
ports and should not be reconsid- 
ered except in a proceeding in which 
all the ports are _ parties. This 
petition, as well as the complaints, 
in these cases are dismissed; April 
15, p 637. 


Bookwalter Wheel Co ys Tennessee 


Central et a] (3358). 20 I C C Rep, 
608. Complainant here claims mis- 
routing damages on a carload of 
rough hickory rim strips from Four- 
teen Mile Switch, Tenn., to Miamis- 
burg, O. Delivery was made over 
the Cincinnati, Hamilton & Dayton. 
There is no physical connection be- 
tween that road and the Cleveland, 
Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis at 
Miamisburg. The car was refused 
at destination because of wrong de- 
livery, taken back to Dayton, O., 
and there turned over to the C C C 
& St L and returned to Miamisburg, 
and a charge of $27.96 collected for 
this service, in addition to the reg- 
ular rate which was the same via 
either route. Complainant contends 
delivery should have been C CC & 
St L in the first place. It appears 
that the car left Emory Gap, Tenn., 
Sept. 7, 1909, being turned over to 
the Cincinnati, New Orleans and 
Texas Pacific and arrived at 
Miamisburg, C H & D delivery Sept. 
10. It was received at point of ori- 
gin by conductor of freight train 
Sept. 6, with no routing instructions. 
Complainant asserts that bill of lad- 
ing, with routing, was shown agent 
of initial line at Monterey, Tenn., 
with routing instructions Sept. 7 and 
was signed by agent notwithstanding 
fact the car had been routed C H & D 
the day previous. Defendant an- 
swers that the bill was not presented 
until Sept 10, and this was borne out 
by the records submitted. The bill 
of lading indicates that routing in- 
structions were in different writing 
than the rest of the bill. While the 
agent was careless in signing Sept 10 
a bill dated three days earlier, his ac- 
tion, regardless of whether routing 
was then in the bill, cannot render 
his company liable because at that 
time the car was then in the posses- 
sion of the delivering carrier. Com- 
plaint dismissed; Mav 13, p 846. 


Bovle, Walter F. vs Great Falls & Old 


Dominion (3474), 20 T C C Rep. 232. 
Complainant, a resident of McLean, 
Va., alleges commutation fares be- 
tween Washington. D. C.. and sta- 
tions in defendant’s so-called third 
zone are unreasonable and discrim- 


inatory aS compared with similar 


fares. between Washineton and the 
second zone: that restriction of com- 
mutation fare to 52 trips monthly is 


unreasonable. Complaint was made 
at the hearing, not that the fares 
were excessive per se, but that they 


were preferential. Defendant oper- 


ates a trolly line extending from the 
western part of Washington across 
the Potomac to Great Falls, Va., a dis- 
tance of 15 miles. For rate-making 
purposes the territory is divided into 
five zones, each about three miles. 
The single fare between stations in 





any one zone is 5 cents and 5 cents 
is collected for each zone beyond, ex- 
cept that in first zone, defendant sells 
tickets six for a quarter as required 
by law. The commutation 52 trip 
tickets per trip between Washington 
and the different zones are 3, 4, 7%, 9 
and 11 cents, respectively. For the 
service performed, complainant lo- 
cated in the third zone receives a rate 
of less than a cent a mile. Neither 
does the Commission find the rela- 
tion between the different zones un- 
duly discriminatory or the selling of 
tickets limited to 52 trips unreason- 
able. Complaint dismissed; March 
ll, p 445. 

Browne Grain Co vs Guif Colorado & 
Santa Fe et al (3341), 20 I C C Rep, 
163. Complaint is here made of a 
rate of 52.5 cents on smapped corn 
from Erath, La., to Miles, Tex., Dec 
31, 1909. At the time shipment 
moved, corn took a rate of 47.5 cents. 
At present there is a rate of 31 cents 
on snapped corn; from Miles to 
Erath the rate is 6 cents lower. 
Upon the facts as they appear of rec- 
ord, however, the Commission is of 
the opinion that 31 cents is a fair 
rate from Erath to Miles. Repara- 
tion awarded on that basis; Mar 4, 
p 395. 

Browne Grain Co vs Fort Worth & Rio 
Grande et al (3386), 20 I C C Rep, 410. 
The reasonableness of a rate of 
56 cents on baled corn shucks from 
Alexandria, La., to Brownwood, Tex., 
as charged on a shipment moving Oct 
29, 1909, is here put in issue. It is 
charged that the rate was unreason- 
able to the extent that it exceeded 
the subsequently established charge 
of 20 cents. The shipment moved 
via a circuitous route and later the 
20-cent rate established via this route 
was canceled, leaving in effect the 56- 
cent rate. Defendants assert the 
publication of the 20-cent' rate 
via their route from Alex- 
andria to Brownwood was an error. 
Via the direct routes, the distance is 
from 494 to 722 miles, via the route 
taken, 911. Considering all the facts 
of the case, it is held that the rate 
charged was not unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed; March 25, p 501. 

Bulah Coal Co vs Pennsylvania (1136 
and 1137), 20 I C C Rep, 52. Upon 
complaint that the defendant’s sys- 
tem of rating mines and distributing 
its coal car equipment is discrimina- 
tory it is so found, and Hillsdale Coal 
& Coke Co vs P RR Co, 19 I C C Rep, 
356, and the other cases in that group 
of cases, are cited and reaffirmed. 
The question of damages is reserved 
for further argument; Jan 14, p 79. 

Burton, Frank W., vs Unadilla Valley 
et al (3238), 20 I C C Rep, 75. Com- 
plainant asks for the establishment 
of a through route and rate.on lum- 
ber from West Edmeston, N. Y., to 
New Britain, Conn., via the Un- 
adilla Valley; New York, Ontario & 
Western; Central New England and 
New York, New Haven & Hartford 
railways. At the time this case was 
considered, the local rates were 3.5 
cents from West Edmeston to New 
Berlin, via the Unadilla Valley, plus 
14 cents beyond. Complainant par- 
ticularly assailed the Unadilla Vallev 
local and calls attention to the through 
rate of 15 cents from Edmeston on the 
N Y O & W to New Britain and asks 
that West Edmeston be placed on the 
same basis. While it is held that the 
per ton per mile earnings of a small 
earrier having only short hauls, as is 
the case with the Unadilla Valley. 
may properly exceed the earnings of 
the stronger lines participating in 
heavy traffic which moves for long 
distances, yet the Commission is of 
the opinion that a through route and 
joint rate should be established and 
it is therefore ordered that a through 
rate of 16 cents from West Edmeston 
be established, unless the carriers 
wish to put in effect a rate of 13 
cents from New Berlin to New 
Britain; Jan 21, p 124. 

Caldwell, W. F., Co vs Chicago, In- 
dianapolis & Louisvile et al (3471), 20 | 
I Cc C Rep, 412. Complainant here 
attacks the resonableness of the rates 
charged on shipments of wooden tank 
material from Louisville, Ky.. to 

Shawano and Combined Locks, Wis., 

and to West Port Arthur, Tex. The 
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shipments forming the basis of the 
complaint moved Aug 20, 1908, March 
11, 1910 and March 30, 1909, respect- 
ively. In the first instance a rate 
of 34.5 cents, fifth class, was charged. 
At the same time there was in e.tect 
a combination on Milwaukee, Wis., 
that made a rate of 26.5 cents, but 
through error a still lower rate was 
assessed, which undercharge should 
be refunded; in the second instance 
a joint through fifth class rate of 
31.5 cents was charged against a com- 
bination commodity and class rate on 
Milwaukee of 21 cents. In the third 
shipment, which was an L C L move- 
ment and included 1,180 pounds of 
steel tower material, a joint third 
class rate of $1.18 was charged on 
the steel tower material and a joint 
fourth class rate of $1.07 was as- 
sessed; on the tank material at the 
same time there were a combination 
commodity and class rates'on New 
Orleans that gave a rate of 88 cents 
on steel tower material and 81 cents 
on wooden tank material. Held, That 
rates should not have exceeded the 
combination rates in effect and repa- 
ration awarded on that basis. Defend- 
ants required to maintain through 
rates in the future that shall not ex- 
ceed the contemporaneous combina- 
tion on Milwaukee and New Orleans, 
respectively. (2) On Aug 29, 1908, 
complainant made a _ shipment of 
wooden tank material from Louisville 
to Elkhorn, W. Va., and August 26 
and 29, and October 8, made ship- 
ments to Potsdam, N. Y. A fifth class 
rate was collected. Reparation is 
asked on the basis of the sixth class 
rates. Lumber in carloads is rated 
sixth class, Official Classification, and 
manufactured articles of compara- 
tively low value are given the same 
rate in the rough and fifth class in 
the white. Defendants testified that 
the average value of tank material 
approximated 3 cents per pound as 
compared with 1 cent for the general 
run of cooperage stock. Differences 
in value of articles offered for trans- 
portation cannot be precisely refiect- 
ed in the comparatively small number 
of classes now used for rate-making 
purposes; and in the absence of a 
showing that the rate resulting from 
the classification is unreasonable or 
otherwise unlawful, it must fairly ap- 
pear that a particular article is not 
rated with other articles similar in 
value, weight, and other essential 
transportation qualities, before the 
Commission will require a change in 
the’ classification. Application of 
fifth class rates to wooden tank ma- 
terial (in the white) in Official Classi- 
fication territory not found unreason- 
able; March 25, p 497. 


Carstens Packing Co vs Southern 
Pacific et al (3350), 20 I C C Rep, 
165. On Sept 23, 1909, complainant 
shipped 8 carloads of cattle from 
Klamath Falls, Ore., to Tacoma, 
Wash., via "Weed, Cal. For the haul 
from Klamath Falls to Portland, Ore., 
the only rate in issue, charges of 
$139.57 and $143.45 per car were made. 
These were based on a per car com- 
modity rate of $52 for a 36 foot car 
from Klamath Falls to Weed and 
$77.50 per 30-foot car from Weed to 
Portland. At the same time a rate 
of $109.15 per 36-foot car was in ef- 
fect from Klamath Falls to San Fran- 
cisco and subsequently the Kiamath 
Falis-Portiland rate was reduced to 
the same basis; class rates were also 
put on about a parity as between 
Klamath Falls and San Francisco and 
Klamath Falls and Portland. It was 
testified that the haul to San Fran- 
cisco is a low grade down haul; to 
Portiand, over steep curves and up- 
grades. The distance to San Fran- 
cisco is 72 miles less than to Port- 
land. Held, That the voluntary re- 
duction of rates does not constitute 
sufficient proof of unreasonableness 
and, upon the showing of difference 
in operating conditions the Commis- 
sion is not justified in using the San 
Francisco rate as the measure of 
reasonableness of the Portland 

Complaint dismissed; March 
4, p 391. 


Carter White Lead Co vs Norfolk & 
Western et al (3434), 21 I C C Rep, 
41. Two rates are maintained on 


coke from the Pocahontas district in 
West Virginia to Chicago, Lil, rate 
points; one is $2.35 per ton, ‘“‘when 
for use in~blast furnaces for smelt- 
ing iron from the ores’”’ and the other 
is $2.65 per ton, when for other uses. 
Complainant maintains white lead 
plants at West Pullman (Chicago), 
iil., and Omaha, Neb. Rates to 
Omaha are made in combination on 
Chicago. Reparation is asked on 
shipments taking the $2.65 rate. The 
record in Anaconda Copper Mining 
Co vs Chi & Erie, 19 I C C Rep, 592, 
was stipulated into the record in this 
case and the controlling question here 
is the same. There is no competi- 
tion between complainant and the 
blast furnaces in the manufacture of 
their respective products, although 
the coke used is the same. The two 
rates have been in effect since 1905. 
No complainant is made of the rea- 
sonableness of the $2.65 rate per se. 
The rate from Chicago to Omaha is 
not in issue. Following the decisions 
in Anaconda Copper Mining Co case, 
supra, reparation denied on shipments 
of coke to Omaha. Following the 
decision in Metropolitan Paving 
Brick Co vs A A Co, 17 I C C Rep, 
197, and on the facts in this case, 
reparation denied on shipments of 
coke to Chicago. Following the de- 
cisions in Stowe-Fuller Co vs Penn- 
sylvania Co, 12 I C C Rep, 215, and 
In the Matter of Restricted Rates, 20 
I C C Rep, 426, maintenance of rates 
on coke dependent or based upon the 
uses to which the coke is put, con- 
demned; June 3, p 993. 


Cincinnati & Columbus Traction Co 
vs Baltimore & Ohio Southwestern 
et al (2062), 20 I C C Rep, 486. Com- 
plainant, an interurban road, with a 
line from Norwood to Hillsboro, O., 
asks for an order requiring the de- 
fendants to establish connections and 
joint rates for the interchange of 
interstate traffic. To this, besides 
practical considerations, defendants 
impose certain technical objections. 
The legal right of the complainant 
to demand such a connection is ques- 
tioned and decisions of the State Su- 
preme Court are cited to show that 
interurban lines in Ohio are regarded 
as street railways and are not gov- 
erned by the laws applicable to steam 
lines. But under the Act to regulate 
commerce, aS amended, express pow- 
er is given the Commission to grant 
the relief prayed for and local laws 
cannot be permitted to act as an im- 
pediment to the movement of inter- 
state commerce when Congress has 
acted. Question was also raised as 
to whether the complainant was a 
proper party to ask relief. During 
the pendency of the proceeding, the 
Supreme Court handed down its de- 
cision in I C C vs D L & W Ra, 
216 U S, 531, holding that the act 
gave the Commission authority to act 
as to switch connections only upon 
complaint of a shipper. To forestall 
dismissal of the case because of this, 
complainant filed letters from ship- 
pers served by it, authorizing their 
names to be used as co-complainants 
in this case. This the Commission 
considers sufficient to cure any tech- 
nical defect upon the question of 
jurisdiction. Moreover, the recent 
amendment to the Act itself specifi- 
cally makes carriers situated like the 
complainant proper parties to insti- 
tute such proceedings. That connec- 
tions are physically practicable and 
that the traffic will justify their con- 
struction the record leaves no room 
for doubt. For a distance of about 
six miles eastwardly from Norwood, 
the line of the complainant parallels 
that of the B & OS W; a few miles 
further to the east it approaches and 
at Princeton practically adjoins the 
right-of-way of the Norfolk & West- 
ern and parallels that road for a few 
miles to Stonelick, at which point it 
is only about a mile distant from the 
N & W. At Norwood its station ad- 
joins that of the B & O S W and the 
Cincinnati, Lebanon & Northern. On 
the Hillsboro end of the line are the 
villages of Hoagland, Fairview and 
Allensburgh, which are from one and 
one-half to three miles distant from 
a station on the B & OS W and sfill 
more distant from the N & W. At 
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the western end of complainant's 
line are Madisonville, Maderia, 4). 
ford, Perintown, Stonelick and Boston 
some of which are within a stone's 
throw of the N & W. Boston, the most 
distant point, is about five miles from 
stations on the N & W;; it is about 
eight miles from the nearest Station 
ot the B & OS W. Dodsonville, to- 
ward the eastern end of the line, is 
also four or five miles distant by 
wagon road from the B & OS W ang 
about eight miles from the N & \y. 
Between that point on the east and 
Boston on the west are a number 
of towns and villages that are lo. 
cated from five to ten and twelve 
miles by wagon road from the near- 
est stations on the lines of either the 
B & OS W or the N & W. The 
Commission ordinarily will not lend 
itself to aid an effort by one carrier 
to secure traffic that is reasonably 
tributary to another line by compell- 
ing the latter to join with it in 
through routes and rates; but the 
theory as to what traffic is tributary 
to a particular railroad must not be 
carried to such an extreme as to im- 
pose upon shippers the burden of an 
unduly long wagon haul. Chicago & 
Milw Elec vs I C Rd Co, 13 1C C¢ 
Rep, 20; Cedar R & I C Ry & Light 
Co vs C& N W Ry, 13 1C C Rep, 
250. The Commission is of the opin- 
ion that defendants may properly be 
called to join with the complainant 
in opening through routes and estab- 
lishing joint rates between interstate 
points and Boston, Monterey, Hart- 
man, Marathon, Quinns Crossing, 
Vera Cruz, Fayetteville, St. Martins, 
Strington and Dodsonville. Case 
left open pending final adjustment 
between carriers; April 8, p 597. 

City of Ashland, Wis., vs New York 
Central & Hudson River et al (2798), 
20 I C C Rep, 3. Ashland is a city 
of about 15,000 on the southern shore 
of Lake Superior, 75 miles east of Du- 
luth by rail. Prior to 1896 the de- 
fendant lake lines made it a port of 
call. Up until 1898, Ashland enjoyed 
the same lake-and-rail rates from 
eastern points as Duluth, Minn.; 
since that time, lake-and-rail traffic 
to Ashland has been carried to Du- 
luth by the boat lines and thence by 
rail to destination. The joint rates to 
Ashland, lake-and-rail, are higher 
than to Duluth and complainant al- 
leges that the adjustment is unduly 
preferential to that city and to Su- 
perior, Wis. The rates are: 

TO DULUTH. 
Class .....1 2 3 4 5 


tie S55 68 59 45 33 28 24 
TO ASHLAND. 

CIASS . -.. 60. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

A Re 83 72 54 38 32 26 


The local rates of the Northern Pa- 
cific, Duluth to Ashland, are: 

Class ...13346ABCDESB 
Rate .....30 25 2016101310 8 7 6 
Complainants contend that the ton- 
nage and the facilities at Ashland are 
sufficient to make it a port of call 
and that it has been arbitrarily de- 
prived of its geographical advantage 
of location. Defendants deny that 
they unjustly discriminate and testify 
that the service was discontinued be- 
cause it proved unprofitable. The 
Commission is convinced that it has 
no authority to order the lake lines 
to re-establish Ashland as a port of 
call, and it therefore follows that it 
cannot declare unlawful the exaction 
of higher rates as compensation for 
the additional rail haul. The com- 
plaint is dismissed; Jan 7, p 12. 


Clinton Bridge & Iron Works vs Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quincy (3537), 20 
I C C Rep, 416. On May 28, 1909, 
complainant shipped, on an open car, 
5,462 pounds of iron bridge material 
from Clinton, Ia., to St. Marys, Ia. 
A first class rate on a basis of 56.5 
cents for 5,000 pounds was collected 
under rule 17-A of the Western Class- 
ification, which named that rate and 
weight as the minimum fiat car 
charge. As a matter of fact, this 
rule does not relieve collection at the 
actual weight when in excess of the 
minimum, so there has been an un- 
dereharge which should be rectified. 


Complaina 
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Complainant contends that a fourth 
class rate of 25.5 cents has been as- 
sessed on theory that rate was ex- 
acted under rule 17-B governing ar- 
ticles too long or bulky to be loaded 
in a box car 36 feet long, and that 
instead of 5,000 at first, 5,000 at reg- 
ular rates was just. Jones vs Sou Ry 
and Houston Structural Steel vs Wa- 
bash, 18 | C C Rep, 150, 208, are cited. 
But this case does not come within 
the principle there announced. The 
longest articles in the shipment could 
have been loaded into the side door 
of a 40-foot car, or the end window of 
a 36-foot, and therefore, had the ship- 
ment been delivered to the defendant 
for loading it would have been under 
the duty of shipping it in such man- 
ner as to take the lowest rate. In- 
stead, defendant testifies that com- 
plainant telephoned for a 34-foot flat 
car; that none was available, and a 
gondola was sent and accepted. Com- 
plainant’s attempts to rebut this evi- 
dence lack persuasiveness. Under 
the circumstances of this case, except 
as to the undercharge noted, rate was 
in accordance with tariY% rules and 
the failure to secure lower rates was 
due to the shipper’s own negligence. 
Complaint dismissed; April 1, p 561. 


Cobb, R. E., et al vs Northern Pa- 


cific et al (3133), 20 I C C Rep, 100. 
In Beatrice Creamery Co vs Ill Cent 
Rd Co, 15 I C C Rep, 109, the Com- 
mission established a distance tariff 
on cream in cans and this case is 
brought to compel the defendants to 
establish the same scale of rates. 
Complainants are centralizers, located 
in the Twin Cities, and draw their 
supplies from Minnesota and the 
neighboring states. Minnesota rates 
are a railroad Commission distance 
tariff scale; interstate the Beatrice 
schedule applies, except over the 
lines of the Great Northern, North- 
ern Pacific and Minneapolis, St. Paul 
& Sault Ste. Marie. Defendant ex- 
press companies operating over the 
before-mentioned lines, enforce rates 
which are, on the whole, higher than 
the Beatrice scale. These are at- 
tacked by complainants as unjust and 
unreasonable. A comparison of the 
Commission’s 10-gallon seale and the 
Western express company’s here at- 
tacked, is as follows: 


Distance. Defendant’s Beatrice 
Miles. rates—Cts. rates—Cts. 
NR aes 19 20 
ERE er Ien Say 20 20 
eS) a ee 21 21 
Mears Bek sea ce 21 22 
Ee Pa Oe 21 23 
ee 21 24 
RN ee ree 21 25 
WIN da wigs eud cS eck 22 26 
PG ha ch wee Ce wat 24 27 
a eee PE eS 26 28 
Wi wahins ev sivas 28 29 
SORA. Pe 30 30 
3 SEA Se 31 
Bs eens Oo 36 32 
ye RE rs 4 39 3 
NWS veyts oes bon 42 3 
MN si wp be bctakeles 45 35 
RRA Pees 48 36 
MS AVE S.a¢ bias 51 37 
SG acice «nig hoe 54 3 
BAA eee BL 57 39 
MES co's nb ieee cee 60 40 
RES eee 63 41 
Mess. weihes kas 66 42 
BS eos Cet a 69 43 
Weta s cli:> son Bis. eaace 72 44 
ott n'y te drive ks sn 75 45 
Ree ots aa oe 78 46 
UES Snes ce bth iin 81 47 
RRR pear ry! 84 48 
MG sich > tebe rie R7 49 
nds a> 6 eas, 0 $9 50 
I eek oft ed ie oad 93 51 
|, RMPS Ee Sea Aan 96 52 
1 RPS ES Rese 99 53 
a it d68< tdhenes 102 54 
i are 105 55 
oe OE RR a 108 56 
505....% ca ewan 111 57 


It will be noted that the scale for 
distances up to 60 miles is most fa- 
vorable. Efforts of the complainants 
to have the Minnesota state schedule 
revised, have recently met with fajil- 
ure; the railroad commission of North 
Dakota intervened here and pled for 
the continuation of a rate policy that 
would foster the local, as against the 
centralizer creamery. It would be 
the Commission’s inclination to leave 
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these rates stand, if it could be prop- 
erly done, because there ought al- 
ways be harmony between state and 
interstate rail rates; but this cannot 
be done. In the Beatrice case, the 
Commission reached the conclusion 
that both the centralizer and the lo- 
cal creamery were legitimate indus- 
tries, and that neither should be fos- 
tered at the expense of the other; 
that conclusion is here reiterated. 
The Commission finds nothing in 
the conditions of operation, or in the 
financial showing of the defendants, 
nor in the commercial conditions sur- 
rounding this traffic which would ren- 
der unjust the application of the 
Beatrice scale. The Commission is 
therefore of the opinion tht the rates 
named below shovu!d be established: 


Dis- 10-Gal. 8-Gal: 5-Gal. 
tance Can. Can. Can. 
Miles. Cents. Cents. Cents. 

ay sentient 20 18 14 
OD i veneese 21 19 15 
Ws aetisn 22 20 15 
OOS c40 cae 23 21 16 
GBt agin a’ 2 22 17 
50 25 22 17 
Oe -iwaltve sc 26 23 18 
Th. ceeeeea 27 24 19 
80 .28 25 20 
Bs ch eecga 29 26 20 
ES oer ol 30 27 21 
So ae 28 22 
ener 32 29 22 
Se” woetaate’ 3 30 23 
Ee. s wiks bs 34 31 24 
Dee. shes tae 35 31 24 
190 .36 32 25 
re 33 26 
MOS wae & 56a 38 34 27 
SES cccvecvad 35 27 
WE wh ap eretete 40 36 28 
Re 41 37 29 
M.S pines 42 38 29 
SP \csivawie 43 39 30 
SD 0 tite aaa 44 40 31 
ER svete nae ® 45 40 31 
SUR. amp tu 46 41 32 
Is nia op ec 47 42 33 
ER ee 48 43 34 
ac cata 49 44 34 
409 .......50 45 35 
415 46 36 
430 47 36 
445 48 37 
460 49 38 
475 49 38 
490 50 39 
505 51 40 





Defendants will be required to estab- 
lish these rates only within a distance 
of 510 miles from St Paul. When an 
express company operating over one 
of the defendant rail lines has estab- 
lished this scale, the railroad com- 
pany will be exempted to that ex- 
tent from the effect of this require- 
ment; Feb 4, p 189. 


Commercial Club of Omaha vs South- 


ern Pacific et al (2736), 20 I C C Rep, 
631. This case was originally reported 
in 18 I C Rep, 53. The issue involved 
is the reasonableness of a rate of 85c 
on lima beans from California points 
to destinations in Texas, Colorado 
and Omaha, Neb. From Jan 18, 1900, 
to Jan 1, 1909, defendants maintained, 
with some variations in carload mini- 
mums, a blanket rate of 75c to Colo- 
rado and Texas and to all points east 
except the so-called southeastern ter- 
ritory; Jan 1, 1909, the rate to Colo- 
rado, Omaha and Texas was increased 
to 85c, the minimum of 40,000 pounds 
established in October, 1903, remain- 
ing unchanged. Shippers of beans, 
learning of this advance, arranged for 
a conference with the carriers. The 
reasonableness of the rate per se did 
not seem to be at issue at this time, 
but the point was made that ship- 
ments into Texas were meeting for- 
eign competition and that the ad- 
vanced rate would practically kill the 
California movement. Accepting this 
statement, the initial carriers re- 
stored the 75-cent rate to Texas 
points. To preserve the rate parity, 
northern lines restored the lower rate 
to Colorado a.nd Omaha; these 
changes did not, however, go into ef- 
fect until June 5, 1909. Reparation 
was claimed on shipments moving 
while the &5-cent rate was in effect 
and on the record then made, repara- 
tion on -Omaha shipments and the 
maintenance of the 75-cent rate for 
two years was ordered. Defendants’ 
witnesses seemed to be in ignorance 





of the fact that carriers proposed to 
restore the 85-cent rate to all points 
in the blanket territory. Application 
for rehearing was filed, following the 
publication of a tariff containing the 
higher rate. It then appeared that 
the re-establishment of the 75-cent 
rate to the points mentioned was 
followed by complaints of jobbers in 
other parts of the blanket territory 
against the continued exaction from 
them of an 85-cent rate. Here, too, 
the complaint was not against the 
reasonableness of the rate per se, but 
relative adjustment. The carriers 
made an investigation of the bean rate 
situation and discovered that the ef- 
fect and volume of the foreign im- 
portations was very slight, even when 
the 85-cent rate was in effect. With 
this information in hand, it was feit 
that a mistake had been made in 
taking Texas, Colorado and Omaha 
out of the general blanket and the 
restoration of the 85-cent rate to 
those points was decided upon. Com- 
pared with earnings on oranges, dried 
fruits, canned goods, etc., destined to 
the same points, the Commission is 
unable to find that the rate of 85c to 
so broad a territory is excessive per 
se. The record shows that the rate 
has not impeded the free movement 
of the California bean. It is claimed 
that both the 85 and 75-cent rates 
were established to meet water com- 
petition. Granted that this is_ true, 
the long continuance of the 75-cent 
rate can have no strong evidentiary 
value of the reasonableness of that 
rate. Considering group rates, and 
not what might be a reasonable rate 
from California to Omaha alone, the 
Commission is unable to find the 85- 
cent rate unreasonable. Held, That 
former order granting reparation 
should be vacated and complainant’s 
original petition be dismissed; May 
20, p 886. 


Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 


vs Pennsylvania et al (3530), 21 IC C 
Rep, 1. Complaint is here made that 
it is unjust and unreasonable to ex- 
clude Saturday afternoons in the free 
time allowance under the Uniform 
Demurrage Code at Philadelphia, Pa. 
Pennsylvania law declares Saturday 
from noon till midnight a half holi- 
day, but it is said the provision is 
permissive. For one defendant it was 
shown that the Saturday unloading 
for the year was 73 per cent of the 
average on other days; on the Read- 
ing, during the December, the figure 
was 95 per cent and more than half 
of the releases were during the after- 
noon. The contention that consignees 
are seriously crippled in unloading be- 
cause banks close at noon and drafts 
could not be presented thereafter 
loses some of its force when it is 
remembered that bills of lading al- 
most invariably arrive in advance of 
the cars. Further, it is contended 
that the rule has given general sat- 
isfaction and that the complaint rep- 
resents the plea of only the hay and 
grain men who buy for future sales 
and are hard pressed for storage fa- 
cilities. Prior to the adoption of the 
Uniform Code, it is alleged that the 
Philadelphia district was the only one 
served by the defendant lines wherein 
an allowance for Saturday afternoon 
was made. Held, That counting in 
of half day is not unreasonable or 
unlawful. Complaint dismissed; May 
20, p 889. 


Consolidated Water Power & Paper Co 


vs San Pedro & Los Angeles & Salt 
Lake et al (3603), 20 I C C Rep, 169. 
A Transcontinental Freight Bureau 
tariff provided that when more of an 
article is shipped on one day by one 
consignor to one consignee than can 
be loaded in one car, if the first car 
is loaded to its full capacity, the bal- 
ance may be carried in the second 
car at the carload rate at the actual 
weight. In November, 1909, a ship- 
ment was made to complainant of pa- 
per from Los Angeles, Cal., to Grand 
Rapids, Mich. The shipment exceeded 
the visible capacity of one car and 
two were accordingly ordered. In 
one, consignor loaded 51,080 pounds; 
in the other 23,665. The minimum on 
paper being 30,000, defendants as- 
sessed second car on that basis. Com- 
plaint is here made for reparation 
paid on the fictitious weight. It 
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should be noted that the cars moved 
out of Los Angeles on different dates 
and on separate bills of lading. To 
avoid paying excess weight consignor 
might have divided the loads between 
the two cars so as each would have 
exceeded the 30,000 minimum, ship- 
ping on separate days if desired; or 
the cars could have been shipped 
under the rule cited on one day on 
one bill of lading and actual weight 
governed on the excess car load. 
Having failed to take advantage of 
this rule, and no reasoning appearing 
to show why the rule could not have 
been complied with, it is held that 
complaint should be dismissed; March 
4, p 388. 


Crescent Coal & Mining Co vs Balti- 


more & Ohio et al (3489), 20 I C C 
Rep, 539. Tarits of carrier perform- 
ing the road haul, the Baltimore & 
Ohio, name rates to Chicago, which 
include delivery on tracks of other 
carriers in the Chicago switching dis- 
trict, and provide that shipper or con- 
signee shall have twenty-four hours 
free time after arrival within which, 
without further charge, to reconsign 
to such deliveries on tracks of other 
earriers. A carrier that is party to 
the tariffs containing the reciprocal 
switching arrangements, the Chicago, 
Milwaukee & St Paul, declines to ac- 
cept cars for such deliveries except 
at its convenience. Consignee gives 
reconsignment to the carrying road 
within the time provided in its tariff. 
The delivering road delays acceptance 
of such shipments and the carrying 
road thereupon assesses demurrage 
against the consignee; Held. that the 
consignee, having given his recon- 
signment order and requested deliv- 
ery of shipment, is powerless to do 
anything except await the action of 
the carriers. If defendants’ tariffs 
provide something that it is impossi- 
ble for them to perform, something 
that they may not be reasonably re- 
quired to perform, their recourse is 
not in the assessment against the 
shippers or consignees of additional 
charges growing out of causes in the 
creation of which neither shipper nor 
consignee has any part and over 
which neither of them has any con- 
trol. Following Munroe & Sons vs 
M C RR Co. 171 C C Rep. 27, and 
Tioga Coal Co vs C RI & P Ry Co, 
18 I C C Rep, 414; Held, that shipper 
or consignee may not be required to 
Pay demurrage charges unless the 
earrier’s tariff provides for same in 
clear and specific form and manner. 
Following Coomes & McGraw vs C M 
& St P Ry Co, 13 I C C, 192: New 
York Hay Exchange Asso vs P R R, 
14 I C C, 178, and other cases to the 
same effect; Held, that demurrage 
May not be assessed except for or 
because of failure on part of shipper 
or consignee to comply with his obli- 
gations. Reparation awarded, April 
22, p 707. 
Crescent Lumber Co vs Illinois Cen- 
tral et al (3263). 20 I C C Rep, 228. 
Between June 12, 1907, and Aug 27, 
1997, complainant made several ship- 
ments of rough yellow pine from sta- 
tions on the New Orleans, Mobile & 
Ohio, consigned to itself at Cvpress, 
Tll., care of the Chicago & Eastern 
Tilinois. Cypress is a local station 
on the last named road. To destina- 
tion, two routes, taking the same rate, 
were available. One was via Meri- 
dian, Miss., and the Mobile & Ohio: 
the other, via Ackerman. Miss., and 
the Tilinois Central. No intermediate 
routing was designated by complain- 
ant. The shipments were routed via 
the Iinois Central and tendered to 
delivering carrier at Marion. Til. 
There being no lumber industry at 
Cypress, the shipments were refused. 
It was complainant’s custom to give 
receonsignine orders through the agent 
of the Cincinnati, Hamilton & Davton 
Railway at St Louis. On various 
dates subsequent to the refusal of the 
cars bv the C & FT, the agent of the 
C H & D gave orders to the Illinois 
Central which reconsigned the cars 
transporting them to Chicago, II., 
and beyond. issuing new  Ddills. 
Charges to destinations were based 
on a combination of joint rates on 
Marion. Via the Mobile & Ohio, via 
Meridian, reconsignment in transit 
was allowed upon payment of a 





Crescent Lumber Co vs Mobile & Ohio 








charge of $5 per car; to this tariff, 
the illinois Central was not a party. 
Via the route the shipments moved, 
reconsignment was not permissible. 
The action of the C & E lin refusing 
the shipments at Cypress is immate- 
rial. The question is one of mis- 
routing. The initial carrier cannot be 
charged with knowledge of complain- 
ant’s desire to reconsign shipments 
and in the absence of specific routing 
it is held that the initial carrier was 
justified in routing the shipments as 
it did; complaint dismissed; March 
12, p 436. 


et al (3438), 20 I C C Rep, 230. On 
Sept 21, 1907, complainant shipped a 
carload of rough yellow-pine lumber 
from Eddy, Ala., a local point on 
the Alabama & Mississippi to Cypress, 
Ill., to be dressed at Meridian, Miss. 
Before arrival at Cypress, the car 
was reconsigned to Columbus, O. A 
combination rate of 41 cents was as- 
sessed. At the time shipment moved, 





there was a 28-cent rate in effect from 
Eddy to Columbus, but the tariff pro- 
viding dressing in transit had no ap- 
plication to shipments originating on 
the Ala & Miss. From March 3, 


1906, to Aug 21, 1907, the 28-cent rate | 


and dressing privilege did apply from 
Ala & Miss stations; due to misun- 
derstanding between the _ carriers, 
transit was withdrawn and not re- 
stored until Nov 4, 1907. The joint 
rate has been in effect for nearly five 
years and except for the interval be- 
tween August and November, the 
transit privilege has also applied. 
Held, that this transit privilege can- 
not be regarded in the same light as 
a newly established transit privilege 
and the ban against the retroactive 
application of such privileges does 
not here prevail. Reparation awarded 
on the basis of the 28-cent rate; 
March 11, p 437. 


Danville Brick Co vs Chicago & North- 
western et al (3313), 20 I C C Rep, 
239; 239. Attack is here made on a 
rate of 9 cents on paving brick from 
Danville, Ill., to Cedar Rapids, Ia., 
and reparation on the basis of a 
7-cent rate is asked, It appears that, 
early in 1909, complainant asked one 
of the defendants for its best rate 
on brick; a rate of $1.40 per ton on 
common building brick was quoted. 
Without further investigation, com- 
plainant entered into contract for 
sale of brick at Cedar Rapids, guar- 
anteeing that the rate would not ex- 
ceed 7 cents per cwt. Between July 
and November, 1909, 453 carloads of 
paving brick were shipped and the 
tariff rate of 9 cents was assessed. 
Complainant was forced to pay the 
difference between this and the 7- 
cent rate, and here seeks recovery 
of that amount. Between March, 
1905, and January, 1910, a rate of 7 
cents on building and 9 on paving 
brick was in effect. Effective Janu- 
ary 1, 1910, the 9-cent rate was made 
applicable to all grades of brick, 
other than bath or enamel. Com- 
plainant asserts that the increase 
was wrongfully made in compliance 
with the decision of the Commission 
in Metropolitan Paving Brick Co vs 
Ann Arbor et al, 17 I C C Rep, 197, 
wherein the Commission expressed it- 
self adversely to the maintenance of 
different rates on different grades of 
fire, paving and building brick. It is 
complainant’s contention that the 
carriers should have reduced the 
paving brick rate to 7 cents. But 
this theory does not hold because the 
tarif advancing the rates was filed 
before the Commission’s decision was 
public. Moreover, that decision ex- 
cluded common brick from consider- 
ation. Defendants allege that the 
application of the 7-cent rate to Dan- 
ville was through inadvertence. The 
9-cent rate bears substantially the 
same relation to the class. rate 
on brick that the rate fixed by 
the Commission from New York 
to Chicago in the Metropolitan 
ease bears to that class rate. Upon 
a consideration of all the facts of 
record and the Commission’s genéral 
knowledge of brick rates, the Com- 
mission finds that the rate assessed 
was not unreagonable. Complaint 
dismissed; March 11, p 441. 





Decarie Incinerator Co vs 


Davenport Commercial Club vs Yazoo 


& Mississippi Valley et al (3312), 201 
C C Rep, 19. Complaint is here 
made of unjust discrimination in 
that shipments from Rome and Mi- 
not, Miss., to Davenport, Ia.. were 
charged a higher rate on cypress 
lumber than applicable on the same 
traffic to Rock Island and Moline, 
Ill. These three cities are generally 
grouped for rate-making purposes; 
prior to Oct 1, 1908, ail took a 21-cent 
rate on cypress; effective that date 
the rate to Davenport was advanced 
to 23 cents. Defendants admit that 
there was no reason fer destroying 
the former relationship and have an- 
nounced their intention of restoring 
the parity, but at the time this case 
was decided the Davenport rate had 
not yet been reduced. Held, That 
rate to Davenport should not exceed 
that contemporaneousiy applied to 
Rock Island and Moline. Reparation 
allowed; Jan 7, p 15. 

Minneap- 
olis & St. Louis et al (3398), 211 CC 
Rep, 71. On July 23, 1909, complain- 
ant shipped a garbage incinerator 
and parts from Hopkins, Minn., to 
Sacramento, Cal. The main refuse 
burner and some of the more bulky 
parts were loaded on the first car, 
and on the second were a consider- 
able number of parts and accessories, 
all forming necessary parts of the 
completed machine, which had been 
set up for inspection and then been 
knocked down for shipment. These 
parts consisted of such articles as 
plate iron, angle bars, rivets, bolts, 
castings with wheel attached, steam 
gauge, caps, gas consumer, etc. It 
is the car containing these parts upon 
which complaint is made, a rate of 
$1.65, the same as on the main 
refuse burner, being charged. Com- 
plainant contends the rate ‘of the 
second car should have been  95c. 
Defendants point to tariff provision 
that articles or parts k. d. take the 
same rating as the completed article. 
Complainant contends that it was en- 
titled to the lower rate by a tariff 
item naming such rate on “refuse 
burner material, viz.: Castings for 
grate bars; stands, draft doors and 
frames and spelt bottom (opening for 
refuse); plate iron, rolled = and 
punched; angle bars, rivets, bolts, 
sprocket wheels, chains; and not to 
exceed 4,000 pounds wire cloth to 
each burner; mixed carloads, mini- 
mum weight 40,000 pounds, 95 cents 
per 100 pounds.” It is admitted that 
this item does not cover the parts 
in question; but complainant asserts 
that many of the parts of the De- 
earie incinerator are analagous to 
those listed, and that the list covers 
practically all parts of incinerators 
built by competitors, and is there- 
fore discriminatory. The tariff pro- 
hibits application of rates to analo- 
gous articles, and so far as tariff pro- 
visions were concerned the _ proper 
rates were assessed. The Decarie 
differs in certain features from rival 
incinerators; it is a steam generator, 
as well as a refuse burner; it is prac- 
tically complete as it leaves the fac- 
tory, whereas rivals have a brick 
furnace which is not built and set 
up at the factory. In general, also, 
the parts of the accessory machinery 
of the Decarie are of a higher grade 
than the parts of competitive in- 
cinerators. Practically the only 
labor essential to the erection of the 
Decarie is the assembling of the 
parts. Upon the record, it is held 
that the $1.65 rate was reasonable, 
and the 95 cent rate not prejudicial 
to the complainant. Complaint dis- 
missed; June 17, p 1088. 


Dells Paper & Pulp Co vs Chicago & 
Northwestern et al (3624), 20 1C C 
Rep, 419. Complainant here charges 
that a rate of 77.63 cents on news- 
= paper from Combined Locks, 

is., to Dallas, Tex., as assessed on 
a shipment moving in December, 
1909, was unjust. At the time ship- 
ment moved defendants’ tariffs pro- 
vided a rate of 69- cents when paper 
was released to a valuation not ex- 
ceeding 3% cents per pound, and a 
rate of 85 cents when not so re- 
leased or value not receipted for. 
The latter rate was the one applic- 
able, so there has been an under- 
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charge that should be collected. The 
present rate on paper value not re- 
ceipted for is 79 cents. It is ad- 
mitted that the value of the ship- 
ment was not receipted for, that its 
value was less than 3% cents per 
pound, but that its value was un- 
known to the carrier. There is no 
evidence tending to show that the 
carrier was at fault or any ex- 
planation of complainant’s failure to 
insert value in bill of lading, al- 
though it does appear that com- 
plainant was informed of require- 
ments of tariff. Held, That com- 
gs should be dismissed; April 1, 
p 562. 


vs Denver & Rio Grande et al 
(3700). This is an order with refer- 
ence to claim for reparation based 
on the decision of the Commission 
in the Kindel case, 15 I C C Rep, 
55. In accordance with an agree- 
ment reached at a hearing in March, 
it is ordered that defendants pay 
claims on shipments moving from 
Chicago and rate points and St. 
Louis and rate points to Denver, 
Colo., delivered in Denver subsequent 
to July 1, 1909, and prior to October 
26, 1910; shipments moving from 
points east of Chicago and St. Louis 
to ‘Colorado common points and 
points west, which took combination 
rates using the condemned class 
rates as a factor, also entitled to 
reparation; carriers must file monthly 
reports until all claims have been 
adjusted; April 1, p 562. 


& Pacific et al (1828; 3500—Sub No. 
13), 21 I C C Rep, 97. This pro- 
ceeding is supplemental to that in 
the same case as reported in 16 I C 
C Rep, 232. In that case complaint 
arose from the withdrawal of cer- 
tain milling in transit rates on starch 
at Cedar Rapids, Ia., under which 
corn was brought into Cedar Rapids, 
manufactured into starch and for- 
warded to destination at the corn 
rates. Under the conditions then 
existent, the Commission found the 
withdrawal subjected complainant to 
unjust discrimination and the car- 
riers restored the privileges. In Jan, 
1911, complaint was filed that the 
roads had again canceled the starch 
rate privileges and the tariffs con- 
taining said cancelations were sus- 
pended. The issues presented are 
whether the withdrawal subjects 
complainant to unjust discrimina- 
tion and whether the resulting rates 
are reasonable. Complainant con- 
tended that, aside from the change 
in rates affected by the withdrawal 
of the transit, conditions were simi- 
lar to those existing at the time 
the former case was heard. De- 
fendants did not attempt to withdraw 
all privileges. Thus, on the Iilinois 
Central, transit is continued to all 
Illinois points on and north of a 
line through Havana, Springfield, De- 
eatur and Champaign. To Illinois 
points south and to southeastern 
and Carolina territories, corn rates 
to Cedar Rapids, plus starch rates 
to destination, or corn rates to 
basing point, plus starch to destina- 
tion, whichever makes lower, will ap- 
ply. Since the former hearing, many 
commodity rates on starch, in lieu 
of class ‘rates, have been :‘estab- 
lished. Transit at Pekin, Ill, the 
only other Illinois Central point so 
treated, has been withdrawn; transit 
on the corn rate to destination is 
permitted to certain points in Iowa, 
St. Paul, Kansas City, Omaha and 
Council Bluffs, by the St. Paul road; 
the Rock Island accords no town 
transit on starch save Cedar Rapids. 
It is understood that transit at 
Keokuk, Ia., on the Burlington will 
also be limited. Thus, it will be 
seen conditions are materially dif- 
ferent than when this case was first 
before the Commission. Neither does 
it appear that complainant will be 
at a disadvantage in securing ma- 
terial for milling, and there appears 
to be no competition between its 
product and that of others enjoying 
transit on other grain products. Com- 
plainant has offered no evidence that 
the rates that will become effective 
by the cancelation of the transit are 
unreasonable per se, while evidence 
of defendants tends strongly to sup- 
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port the claim that they will be rea- 
sonable. This inquiry has been 
largely directed towards the question 
of discrimination, and from the facts 
of record the Commission cannot find 
justification for condemning the ad- 
vance. It is true that the privileges 
withdrawn have been of great bene- 
fit to the complainant; it has built 
up a large business thereunder; but 
a privilege, savoring as it does of 
a gratuity, however valuable and 
difficult of relinquishment, cannot, as 
a matter of law, be continued by this 
Commission unless the original grant- 
ing of the privilege rested upon some 
legal grounds on which the Commis- 
sion could, as an original proposition, 
require that it be granted, or, if 
discontinued, order it to be restored. 
The complaint will be dismissed and 
the susptnsion of the tariffs cancel- 
ing the privilege vacated; June 17, 
p 1075. 


vs DePue & Northern et al (2797), 20 
I C C Rep, 83. During Feb, March 
and April, 1909, complainant made 
eertain shipments of sulphuric acid 
from DePue, Ill., to Hopatcong, N. J., 
and Emporium, Pa.; fifth-class rates 
of 33 and 25 cents, respectively, were 
charged. Shortly prior to these 
movements, carriers other than the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul, had 
established commodity rates of 29.5 
cents to Hopatcong and 22.5 cents to 
Emporium; the St. Paul alleges its 
failure to establish the same rates 
was due to a clerical error, and that 
the lower rates were made effective 
via its line on May 17, 1909, but were 
canceled June 16, 1909. The other 
lines also canceled their commodity 
rates as soon as these shipments 
moved. No evidence was offered by 
complainants to the unreasonableness 
of the rates charged—in fact, specific 
disclaimer was made of any inten- 
tion of assailing the present adjust- 
ment, which rates are also the same 
as paid by complainant upon which 
it seeks reparation down to the tem- 
porary commodity rate basis. Neither 
would counsel for the defendants 
make any admissions as to the rea- 
sonableness or unreasonableness of 
rates. Held, That complaint should 
be dismissed; Feb 4, p 193. 


Louis & San Francisco et al (2043), 
20 I C C Rep, 37. Complaint ques- 
tions reasonableness of rates on cot- 
tonseed in carloads from _ points 
mainly in Oklahoma, Arkansas, Mis- 
sissippi, Tennessee and Missouri to 
East St. Louis, Ill, and also alleges 
unjust discrimination in the relation- 
ship of such rates as compared with 
rates on cottonseed products from 
said points of origin at which cot- 
tonseed oil mills are located to East 
‘St. Louis, and to points beyond, prin- 
cipally in Mlinois, Indiana, Ohio, 
Michigan and Wisconsin. Much stress 
is laid upon an example of compari- 
son embodied in petition, as follows: 
“A ton of cottonseed shipped from 
Oklahoma City to East St. Louis, 546 
miles, yields a revenue of $4.70, which 
is 8.6 mills per ton-mile. When it is 
manufactured into the product at 
East St. Louis and shipped on to 
Peoria, Ill., for example, the result 
is as follows: 
800 pounds meal, local rate 5 


cents, equals .......... $0.40 
730 pounds hulls, local rate 5 

cents, equals .......... .365 
300 pounds oil, local rate 8% 

cents, equals ........... -255 


40. pounds linters, local rate 
15 cents, equals ....... 


1,870 $1.08 


Total revenue, cottonseed and prod- 
uct, $5.78; 705 miles, equals 8.1 mills 
per ton-mile. 

“Tf the same product moves direct 
to Peoria from Oklahoma City, the 
result is as follows: 

800 pounds meal, rate 23% 








cents, equals .........-. $1.88 
730 pounds hulls, rate 21 cents, 
WED. wae at +b 'deoeaee 1.53 
300 pounds oil, rate 32% 
cents, MONE: <6. parishes .97 
40 pounds linters, rate 60 
cents, equals .......... P 
1,870 $4.62 








“Equivalent to 6.56 mills per ton- 
mile.’’ 

The Commission was unable to check 
the $4.70 rate, that on file being $5. 
Since the filing of the complaint the 
Oklahoma City-Peoria rates have 
been increased so that the total on 
that shipment would be $5.313. Held, 
That the rates applicable to each 
kind of traffic necessarily must be 
made with reference to the facts, 
circumstances and conditions govern- 
ing the production, transportation 
and marketing of the respective prod- 
ucts, and that from the record in this 
case the Commission is unable to 
find that the charges on cottonseed 
products afford a strict measure for 
the reasonableness of the rate on 
cottonseed; Held, further, That in the 
light of the facts, circumstances and 
conditions affecting the particular 
traffic, the Commission does not find 
the rates here involved to be unrea- 
sonable, unjust or unduly discrimina- 
tory. The general rule is that man- 
ufactured products bear higher rates 
of transportation than does raw ma- 
terial, and it is founded in reason, 
because ordinarily there is a substan- 
tial difference between the value of 
the one and that of the other, and 
frequently there is a greater degree 
of risk incident to the transportation 
and care of the manufactured prod- 
uct than of the raw material. This 
general rule is not universal, and is 
departed from in some instances, be- 
cause the reasons for the distinction 
are lacking, and in other cases be- 
eause of countervailing commercial 
and market conditions and consid- 
erations. Respecting contention of 
complainant concerning its disad- 
vantage because of distance, and that 
of interveners as to allowing mills 
in the cotton territory to crush the 
seed; Held, That it is not the duty 
of this Commission to equalize the 
profit-and-loss results of competing 
operations in different localities by 
overcoming natural and commercial 
conditions’ with rate adjustments. 
Complaint dismissed; Jan 14, p 75. 


Edison Portland Cement Co vs Dela- 


ware, Lackawanna & Western et al 
(3241), 20 I C C Rep, 95. Two ship- 
ments are herein involved: (1) A 
earload of cement in paper sacks, 
from New Village, N. J., to Williams- 
town, Va., via the D, L & W, D & 
H and Rutland to Burlington and the 
central of Vermont to destination; 
charges were the sum of the joint 
rates to Burlington, plus the local be- 
yond. Both the rates are conceded 
reasonable and the routing was the 
cormplainant’s. (2) A shipment of 
Portland cement in paper sacks from 
New Village to Enosburg, Vt., via the 
D, L & W, D & H, B & M and St 
Johnsbuury & Lake Champlain to 
Shelton Jct and Central of Vermant 
to destination, as routed by the com- 
plainant. Charges were a combina- 
tion of locals on Sheldon Jct., but 
through some error there was a 
straight overcharge, which has since 
been refunded: The complaint is that 
there should have been joint through 
rates to destinations. At the time of 
shipment there were joint through 
rates via New York, and thence via 
boat to New London, that were mu- 
tually satisfactory, but shipments in 
paper sacks were barred; since this 
complaint a satisfactory route and 
rate via the New Haven road has also 
been established. The Commission 
eannot find that the defendants were 
guilty of negligence in not having es- 
tablished joint through rates and 
routes, and the complaint is dis- 
missed; Feb 4, p 192. 


Empire Wall Paper Co vs Boston & 


Maine et al (3252), 20 I C C Rep, 1. 
Shipper gave specific routing instruc- 
tions, but no rate, for shipment of 
wall paper from Worcester, Mass., to 
St. Louis, Mo. Those instructions 
were followed. In connection with 
another intermediate carrier, a lower 
rate would have been applicable. 
Held, That claim for reparation be- 
cause of misrouting is without merit. 
Complain dismissed; Jan 7, p 20. 


Federal Sugar Refining Co vs Baltimore 


& Ohio et al (2888), 20 I C C Rep, 200. 
The general! facts in this controversy 
were first before the Commission in 
a proceeding of the same title some 
time ago, 17 I C C Rep, 40; the pres- 
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ent complaint comes as a new pro- 
ceeding and the question is consid- 
ered de novo. Directly involved in this 
proceeding are the complainant and 
the co-partnership known as  Ar- 
buckle Brothers; the latter owns ex- 
tensive property at the foot of Bridge 
street, Brooklyn, having a 1,200-foot 
frontage on East River, which is known 
as the Jay Street Terminal of the de- 
fendants. This is operated by the 
Arbuckles as a freight station for the 
earriers. For the use of the dock 
and services in lightering between 
said dock and the Jersey City ter- 
minals of the defendants, Arbuckle 
Brothers receive allowances ranging 
from 3 to 4.2 cents on all merchan- 
dise, in and out, passing over the 
Jay Street Terminal. The floats and 
barges are owned by Arbuckle Broth- 
ers; all employes used in handling the 
freight on the water and at the docks 
are on their payroll. Adjoining the 
dock is the sugar refinery of the Ar- 
buckles and it is contended that at 
least one-third of the tonnage passing 
over the dock is owned by the Ar- 
buckle refinery. Upon this, they re- 
ceive an allowance as before stated. 
It is contended, though, that the 
Jay Street Terminal was originally 
established as a railroad terminal to 
take care of Brooklyn shippers with- 
out dock facilities, and about two- 
thirds of the tonnage now handled by 
it is owned by shippers other than the 
Arbuckles. Complainant has its re- 
finery at Yonkers, N. Y., and ad- 
jacent to it a pier. Yonkers, how- 
ever,.is outside the free lighterage 
limits of New York harbor. It is 
claimed, however, that complainant 
may reach the same destinations and 
at the same rates, in most instances 
at least, by delivering its sugar to 
the New York Central at Yonkers, 
whence it can be carried to Sixtieth 
street and floated across to the re- 
ceiving stations of the defendants on 
the North River. But it appears that 
this method of handling the traffic 
is not desirable. Therefore complain- 
ant has éntered into a contract with 
the Ben Franklin Transportation Co 
for lightering its sugar to the same 
depots west of the river to which the 
Arbuckle sugar is lightered. For- 
merly, the sugar was lightered direct 
from Yonkers to the Jersey shore; 
since then, the following method has 
been adopted: A lighter reports to 
the dock of complainant at Yonkers 
and receives such load as the super- 
intendent of the refinery has been ad- 
vised to give by the complainant’s 
general offices at New York: a re- 
ceipt is given refinery showing that 
the consignment is for the complain- 
ant’s general offices, and the cargo is 
lightered to what is known as Pier 
24, which is within the free lighter- 
age limits. The lighter is made fast 
to the dock and notice of arrival 
given the general office of the com- 
plainant. Shipping instructions are 
given and the cargo is lightered to 
the Jersey City terminals of the de- 
fendants. For its services the light- 
erage company receives an allowance 
of 3 cents from the complainant. In- 
asmuch as the Arbuckle plant re- 
ceives from 3 to 4.2 cents for deliver- 
ing its sugar across the river to the 
Same depots, complainant contends 
it is unlawfully discriminated agaist 
when the defendants refuse to make 
it similar allowances for a like serv- 
ice. In the former case, there was one 
lighterage movement to Yonkers; here 
there are two separate movements, 
one from within the free lighterage 
limits to defendants’ depots. To ten- 
der its sugar to defendants’ regular 
receiving stations on the Jersey shore 
it costs complainant 3 cents per hun- 
dred pounds; the defendants relieve 
the Arbuckle plant of this expense by 
ample allowances. Does this consti- 
tute an undue and unlawful prefer- 
ence and discrimination as such is 
condemned by the Act? Irrespective 
of whether this lighterage service is 
accessorial or transportation, the de- 
fendants decline to reimburse com- 
rant for delivering its product at 

e same stations while reimbursing 
the Arbuckles. Comment is made 
upon the fact that the Jay Street Ter- 
minal did not apparently become pub- 
lic until pressure and law ruled out 
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many illegal practices. The note is 
made that arrangements such as 
have been entered into between the 
Arbuckles and the defendants are 
rarely entered into between carriers 
and small shippers. It is Held, That 
a carrier is not warranted under sec- 
tion 15 of the Act in making an al- 
lowance to one shipper who provides 
a facility and performs a service in 
the transportation of his own prop- 
erty, while refusing a similar allow- 
ance to another shipper, competing 
in the same markets and in the same 
line of business, who provides a sim- 
ilar facility and performs the same 
service in the transportation of his 
property. The allowances paid by the 
defendants on the sugar brought by 
Arbuckle Brothers on floats and light- 
ers to their regular freight stations 
on the Jersey shore,. no allowances 
being paid to complainant on sugar 
brought by it on lighters to the same 
stations, result in inequalities, pref- 
erences, and discriminations and are 
unduly prejudicial to the complainant 
as a shipper over the defendants’ 
lines in competition with Arbuckle 
Brothers in the same markets. The 
fact that Arbuckle Brothers operate 
their dock in Brooklyn as a terminal 
for the defendants does not justify 
an allowance to them for lightering 
their sugar to the regular stations of 
the defendants on the Jersey shore 
so long as an allowance to the com- 
plainant for lightering its sugar to 
the same stations from Pier 24 is re- 
fused. A receiving station operated 
for carriers by a competitor in the 
same line of business is not a rea- 
sonable facility of transportation to 
offer a shipper. It is ordered, That 
defendants cease paying allowances to 
Arbuckle Brothers, while not paying 
similar allowances to complainant; 
March 11, p 424. 
—See ‘Courts, Commerce — Allow- 
ances,”’ for injunction proceedings in- 
volving this case. 


vania et al (3516), 21 I C C Rep, 85. 
Thme reasonableness of a commodity 
rate of 60%c on fresh meat and 
dressed poultry from Jersey City, N. 
J., to Jacksonville, FPla., is here chal- 
lenged. This rate became effective 
June 1, 1909, superseding a fourth 
class rate of 51%c, which had been in 
effect since 1904. It does not appear 
from the record that complainant was 
subjected to any undue disadvantage 
in competition with dealers at points 
other than Jacksonville and consid- 
eration of the charge of discrimina- 
tion will be passed. Defendants as- 
sert that the fourth class rate was 
made applicable to a great variety of 
traffic which moves via water from 
Jersey City to Jacksonville, and is 
lower than for similar distances 
where the influence of water compe- 
tition is not felt. The rate did not 
aid the movement in fresh meat and 
poultry to any considerable extent 
and the advance has not checked the 
traffic. A 33-cent all-water rate is in 
effect and the fact that carriers have 
been able to participate in the business 
all-rail tends to support the presump- 
tion that the all-rail rate is reason- 
able. Upon the record, Held, That 
complaint should be dismissed; June 
17, p 1087. 


Stiles & Franklin vs South- 
ern Express Co (3582), 21 I C C Rep, 
88. Complaint here attacks reason- 
ableness of an advance from 3c to 
47c in rates on eggs, per case of 30 
dozen, from Pulaski, Tenn., to Bir- 
mingham, Ala. The increased rate 
became effective July 10, 1910, and 
Was an advance over a rate which 
had been in effect eight years. The 
only justification offered for the ad- 
vance was the opinion that the ex- 
press rate should be a certain per- 
centage higher than the freight rates 
and that the former rate had not 
borne the proper relationship; no evi- 
dence was before the Commission as 
tc the reasonableness of the freight 
rate. Held, That defendant has not 
sustained burden of proof in justify- 
ing advance; restoration of 36-cent 
rate ordered, and reparation award- 
ed; June 17, p 1085 


Freeman Lumber Co vs St. Louis, Iron 


Mountain & Southern et al (3997), 20 
I C C Rep, 612. In case No 2961, 19 
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I C C Rep, 348, brought by this com. 
plainant against these defendants, the 
Commission fixed rates on cypress 
from Gleason, Ark., to certain points 
in Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska, Iowa, 
and St. Louis, Mo, and Cairo ang 
Thebes, Ill. The record in that case 
discloses no demand for reparation. 
This complaint now asks for repara- 
tion on the basis of the difference 
between rates paid and rates fixed 
by the Commission. The Commission 
has already laid down the principle 
that reparation will not ordinarily be 
awarded unless intent to claim the 
same is specifically set forth. This 
ruling is adhered to and the com- 
plaint dismissed; May 13, p 845. 


Fremont Commercial Club vs Chicago, 


Burlington’& Quincy et al (2377), 211 
Cc C Rep, 74. Complainant, a volun- 
tary association of business men of 
Fremont, Neb., attacks rates on coal 
from points in Missouri (west of the 
Missouri River), Kansas, Arkansas 
and Oklahoma, on the one hand, and 
from Colorado and Wyoming, on the 
other. The rates per se are not in 
issue; the alleged discrimination in 
favor of Omaha and Lincoln, Neb., is 
the gravemen of the complaint. From 
the southern field, the Lincoln differ- 
ential over Omaha on all coal is lic, 
while the Fremont differential is 
591%4c on lump and from 25c to 59%c 
on nut, pea and slack; the last named 
are joint through rates, while the 
lump coal rates are made in combina- 
tion on Omaha. From the western 
field, the Fremont differential over 
Lincoln is 35e per ton; Omaha takes 
the same rates on this coal as Lin- 
coln. The prayer of the petition is 
that Fremont take the Lincoln differ- 
ential on coal from the southern field 
and Lincoln-Omaha rates on _ coal 
from the two western states named. 
Fremont is 37 miles west of Omaha; 
it is served by the Burlington, North- 
western and Union Pacific. During 
the fiscal year of 1910 it consumed 
35,000 tons of coal; of this, 9,446 tons 
eame from the southern field and 
1,773 from the western. Domestic 
coal comes principally from Iowa and 
Illinois. The rate to Fremont from 
Iowa and other eastern fields, includ- 
ing Missouri east of the Missouri 
River, is the same as the Lincoln 
rate, or 15c per ton over Omaha. As 
to the Missouri Pacific, Lincoln and 
Omaha have a natural advantage 
over Fremont on account of distance 
and because they are one-line hauls; 
via the Union Pacific, the distance to 
Lincoln is 85 miles less than to 
Omaha and 43 miles less than to Fre- 
mont. With respect to the eastern 
rates, it appears the situation is 
dominated by the Northwestern, 
which hauls coal through Fremont to 
Lincoln, and this road is not a party 
to the present complaint. The record 
fails to persuade that there is a sub- 
stantial similarity of transportation 
conditions with respect to traffic to 
Fremont from the east and from the 
south. With few exceptions class 
rates and commodity charges are less 
to Lincoln than to Fremont, and neith- 
er geographical location or transpor- 
tation conditions warrant an excep- 
tion with respect to coal. A reason- 
able differential over Lincoln on coal 
from the southern field sems justi- 
fied, but there is no justification for 
variations in this differential, when a 
uniform differential over Omaha ap- 
plies at Lincoln. Held, That present 
differentials are unreasonable and 
prejudicial and should not exceed ten 
cents er ton over Lincoln rates. 
Generally speaking, Fremont and 
Lincoln are on a parity with respect 
to rates from the west. While there 
may be competitive conditions with 
respect to coal at Lincoln and Omaha 
that are substantially different from 
those applying to other traffic, the im- 
position of the 35-cent differential is 
unjust, and it is held that said differ- 
tial should not exceed 10 cents! June 
17, p 1077. 


Fullerton-Powell Hardwood Lumber Co 


vs Virginia & Southwestern et al 
(3089), 20 I C C Rep, 86. Complain- 
ant attacks the rate assessed on a 
earload of switch ties shipped in No- 
vember, 1907, from Harvey, Va., to 
Muskegon, Mich.; misrouting is also 
alleged. Car was tendered to initial 
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Decisions—Fullerton 


earrier with routing “L & N, Pan- 
haondle and G*R & I Rys.”’ Under 
this routing car would ordinarly reach 
the Grand Rapids & Indiana at Rich- 
mond, Ind. This claim of damages 
for misrouting was, however, aban- 
doned at the hearing. Because of 
this misrouting the Grand Rapids & 
Indiana, to whom the lumber ties had 
been sold, refused to accept the ship- 
ment at the charges assessed, $559.40, 
or 72 cents per hundred, or unless 
delivery was made as directed. The 
Pere Marquette, which had received 
the car at La Crosse, Ind., and hauled 
it to Muskegon, turned the car over 
to its engineering department and 
credited the shipper with $340.47 as 
the current market value. Of the 
charges assessed, 9.5 cents was in 
error, leaving the rate to be consid- 
ered 62.5 cents, composed of 50.5 cents 
to Cincinnati and 12 cents beyond. 
At the same time the through rate on 
lumber, Harvey to Muskegon, was 26 
cents, and since May 25, 1908, switch 
ties have taken a 14-cent rate to Cin- 
cinnati. The Commission is of the 
opinion that the rate on switch ties 
should not have exceeded the lumber 
rate. Inasmuch as the freight has 
not been paid, it is left to the Pere 
Marquette to settle by refund on the 
26-cent basis, without formal order, 
the Pere Marquette then arranging 
with its connections on the basis of 
+ a of the 26-cent rats; Feb 4, p 


Furnace Run Saw Mill & Lumber Co 
vs Boston & Maine et al (3256), 20 I C 
C Rep, 586. Complaint is here made 
of the reasonableness of a rate of 19c 
on spruce lath and lumber from Bos- 
ton, Mass., to Toledo, O.; the allega- 
tion is made that this rate is un- 
justly discriminatory when compared 
with a i14-cent rate on import ma- 
hogany logs. No mention was made 
of the import rate of 17c on spruce. 
It appears that the lower import ma- 
hogany rates, as compared with the 
import spruce rate, is made in an. ef- 
fort to attract the traffic from the 
Gulf ports, which are the natural 
gateways. Per'se, on the record, the 
19-cent rate cannot be held unreason- 
able for the service performed and 
the dissimilarity in conditions between 
the domestic rates on spruce and the 
import on mahogany, or even the im- 
port rate on both woods justifies the 
relationship existing. Complaint dis- 
missed; April 29, p 771. 

Gamble-Robinson Fruit Co vs Northern 
Pacific et al (3444), 20 I C C Rep, 421. 
Complaint is here made of the rea- 
sonableness of rates on citrus fruits 
from California points to Miles City, 
Mont. Reparation is asked. The rec- 
ord shows that complainant shipped 
some 20 carloads between Feb 20, 
1909, and Aug 17, 1910; rates ranged 
from $1.35 to $1.79. When shipments 
first began to move, there was no 
through rate; later a through rate of 
$1.35 was established. This was ad- 
mitted by the Northern Pacific to be 
unreasonable. Effective Dec 10, 1910, 
a joint through rate of $1.15 was es- 
tablished, which is the rate that has 
been blanketed from California to 
points east and intermediate for a 
number of years. Held, That rates 
should not exceed this figure. Repa- 
ration awarded; April 1, p 564. 

Georgia-Carolina Brick Co vs Southern 
et al (3384), 20 I C C Rep, 148. A rate 
of $2.50 per 1,000 brick from Augusta, 
Ga., to Calhoun Falls, S. C., in effect 
in September, 1908, is here assailed 
as unreasonable. It is alleged that a 
rate of $1.40 should have been 
charged. The latter was the rate via 
the short line mileage, 68 miles; via 
the route used the distance is 195 
miles. It is admitted that there was 
an overcharge and that the correct 
rate was a combination of $2.40. Six 
months after the shipments moved, 
defendants met the short line rate, al- 
though they had maintained the $2.40 
combination for several years. Com- 

lainant’s prayer for reparation is 

ed solely upon the fact that $1.49 
was the rate via the short route, and 
that this was subsequently put into 
effect by the defendants. Held, The 
reduction by carriers of a rate via a 
long route to equal the rate via the 
short line is not of itself. conclusive 
evidence of the unreasonableness of 
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the higher rate, and claims for repa- 
ration based upon the ground that 
the rate was reduced to meet such 
short line rate must be denied. Men- 
efee Lumber Co vs T & P, 151 CC 
Rep, 49, and Commercial Coal Co vs 
B & O, 151 C C Rep, 11, reaffirmed. 
Complaint dismissed; March 4, p 397. 

Georgia Fruit Exchange et al vs South- 
ern Railway et al (3322), 20 I C C 
Rep, 623. Complaint is here made of 
minimum of 532 crates, 22,500 pounds, 
for a 40-foot car, on peaches on ship- 
ments from Georgia. Complainants 
contend a reasonable minimum would 
be 448 crates, or 19,000 pounds. The 
shipments move under refrigeration. 
Loaded to the present minimum, five 
tiers, four of 112 crates each and one 
of 87 are required. Complainants con- 
tend that the peaches come to ma- 
turity and are marketed while the 
weather is warm, not only at the 
points of production, but at the points 
of consumption, and that because of 
the climatic conditions it is impossi- 
ble to equally refrigerate more than 
four tiers, and that when five tiers 
are placed in a car the refrigeration 
on the fifth is inadequate causing 
rot in these crates and more or less 
injuring the crates beneath. Four 
tiers occupy 55 per cent, five 60 per 
cent, of the loading space of the car. 
The testimony shows that the peach 
crop is uncertain, the movement nev- 
er evenly distributed, thus presenting 
difficult problems in car supply and 
distribution which the carriers seem 
to be making earnest efforts to meet. 
As a rule, the fruit is not pre-cooled 
before being placed in the car, thus 
preventing rapid cooling of the car 
when loading and thereby creating 
moisture. Peaches deteriorate rapidly 
after being picked: cooling immedi- 
ately after picking stops decay and 
prevents the development of rot and 
other diseases. Experiments of the 
Department of Agriculture have 
shown that when _.pre-cooled, peaches 
under normal icing may safely be 
loaded in five full tires. Brown rot, 
which can be avoided by proper treat- 
ment, also effects peaches and devel- 
ops rapidly in a warm and moist car. 
The Commission is of the opinion that 
the record and the investigations -of 
the Departmetn of Agriculture show 
that peaches should be pre-cooled 
before shipment. Loaded in a warm 
condition, decay is accelerated and 
diseases spread. But these condi- 
tions are inherent to the commodity: 
while defendants undertake to supply 
refrigeration they cannot be expected 
to overcome physical conditions and 
characteristics tht are natural to the 
traffic. Nor can they be burdened 
with seeing that the traffic is in prop- 
er condition for shipment: some re- 
sponsibility rests upon the shipper. 
The real situation seems that the ice 
in the car cannot reduce the temper- 
ature of the heated mass _ rapidly 
enough to prevent deterioration. But 
reducing the number of tiers to four 
would not do this. To overcome the 
natural conditions complained of, the 
minimum would have to be cut down 
to three tiers, and that, at the pres- 
ent rates, would mean unduly low 
earnings. The charges and the gen- 
eral regulations governing the move- 
ment from Georgia are now in sub- 
stantial conformity with the findings 
of the Commission in Waxelbaum & 
Co vs A C L et ai, 12 I C C Rep, 178. 
Nothing appears in this record to 
convince the Commission that any 
change in minimum weights is rea- 
sonably required of the carriers at 
this time. Complaint dismissed; May 
20, p 891. 


Goerres, Philip, Cooperage Co vs Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St Paul et al 
(3557), 21 I C C Rep, 5. In March and 
May, 1909, complainant made certain 
shipments of new beer kegs from Mil- 
waukee, Wis., to Sacramento, Cal., 
upon which a commodity rate of $1.35 
was assessed. At the same time, the 
earriers had a Class D rate, the rat- 
ing given kegs in the Western Classi- 
fication, which was only $1. To Salt 
Lake City, Utah, the class D rate 
was 69c, and in Railroad Commission 
vs Sou Pac et al, 19 I C C Rep, 238, 
the Commission has fixed a class D 
rate of 89c to Reno. Nev. Since the 
effective date of the order in the 

























aforementioned case, defendants have 
been hauling beer kegs to Reno for 
89c. Under the circumstances of rec- 
ord, the Commission finds itself un- 
able to justify the maintenance of the 
higher commodity rate to Sacramento. 
Held, That rate should not exceed 
class D rate; reparation awarded; 
May 20, p 902. 

Goldenburg, Charles. vs Clyde Steam- 
ship Co (3393), 20 I C C Rep, 527. In 
October, 1908, the New Orleans Rice 
Co shipped from Crowley, La., to 
Philadelphia, Pa., consigned to ship- 
per’s order, 597 packets of rice. The 
shipment moved via rail to New Or- 
leans, water to New York and water 
to Philadelphia. It was unloaded by 
defendant at Philadelphia, Nov 6. 
The following day complainant was 
notified of the arrival, with orders to 
remove it in four days; on Nov 11, de- 
fendant removed the rice to a public 
storehouse; two days later the com- 
plainant became possessed of a bill of 
lading and next day presented it to 
defendant. On orders from complain- 
ont, the rice was delivered to individ- 
ual purchasers from time to time up 
to Dec 28; the total storage bill was 
$652.24. and this is asked in repara- 
tion. Defendant received no pari of 
the charge of the public warehouse, 
but complainant proceeds on the the- 
ory that he was entitled to free stor- 
age on defendant’s wharf for four 
davs, exclusive of Sundays and legal 
holidays, after netice of arrival and 
that, he was deprived of said right by 
action of defendant in sending the 
rice to the warehouse hefore the ex- 
piration of that period. Defendant 
had not or has not now a tariff pre- 
scribing the time shipments mav re- 
main upon its premises or providing 
storage charges. The Commission is 
of the opinion that the complainant 
was not injured bv any unreasonable 
practice of the defendant in limiting 
the free time and, even if four full 
days had been allowed, it will be ob- 
served that complainant did not come 
into possession of the bill of lading 
until after that period expired. The 
defendant, however, is in violation of 
the provisions of the Act in failing to 
file a tariff governing storage facili- 
ties and privileges at Philadelphia. 
This must be corrected, or appropri- 
ate action will be taken. The com- 
plaint is dismissed: April 22, p 719. 

Goodkind Bros vs Chicago. Indianapolis 
& Louisville et al (3262), 21 1TC C 
Rep, 17. Complainants here put in 
issue the reasonablenness of rates 
charged on whisky from Louisville, 
Ky., to Helena, Mont., and on empty 
bottles from Shirley. Ind., to Helena. 
The shinments moved during 1908 and 
1909. The whisky shipments moved 
via the C I & L from Louisville to 
Chicago, via the Northwestern to St. 
Paul, and thence to destination via 
the Northern Pacific. The first ship- 
ment was routed by complainants 
“via C & NW and Nor Pac R R,” and, 
as the movement was in accord with 
these instructions, prayer as to this 
shipment must be denied. The other 
two shipments were delivered without 
routing instructions. From  Louis- 
ville to Chicago the rate was 18c. At 
the same time there was available a 
route via Danville, which took a rate 
of 15%c. The rate from both Chicago 
and Danville to Helena was the same. 
The Commission finds that these ship- 
ments should have been given the 
benefit of this route, and reparation 
is awarded accordingly. With respect 
to the shipment from Shirley, it is 
not entirely clear from the record 
that the complainant did not di- 
rect the routing: the shipper accept- 
ed and signed a bill of lading showing 
the route taken. In the absence of 
attack on the reasonableness of the 
rate charged itself, the complaint 
with respect to this movement will 
be dismissed; May 27, p 937. 


Goodman Manufacturing Co vs Pitts- 
burg, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis 
et al (3783), 21 I C C Rep, 95. On 
July 10, 1909, complainant shipped 
two carloads of machinery from Chi- 
cago, Ill, to Collinsville, Tll., via Lo- 
gansport, Ind. Class rates, Chicago 
to Collinsville, are subject to the Tli- 
nois classification, which gives ma- 
chinery a sixth class rating with a 
minimum of 24,000 pounds; the rate 
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was 16.6c. At the same time, in 

another tariff, carriers carried a com- 

modity rate of 15.5¢ on machinery, 

subject to a 30,000 pound minimum. 

This rate and minimum were applied 

on shipments in question, each car 

actually weighing 26,000 pounds. 

Complainant relied on the proposi- 

tion that the defendants should have i 
provided for the alternative use of ; 
these two rates with their different | 
minima. Carriers, if they choose, may } 
publish alternative rates in the same | 
tariff, but the rule is permissive. No | 
evidence appearing that the rate and 

minimum charge was unreasonable, 

the complaint is dismissed; June 17, 

p 1080. 


Gumm, W I, vs El Paso & Tock Island 


et al (3258), 20 I C C Rep, 237. On 
Aug 3, 1908, complainant made a 
shipment of 76 barrels of empty beer 
bottles from Capitan, N M, to El 
Paso, Tex; a class rate of 94 cents 
was collected; the length of the haul 
Was 165 miles. Between the points 
mentioned there is a 10-cent commod- 
ity rate on junk; for the same dis- 
tance a 21-cent rate on lumber; 
wheat, 22% cents; hay and grain 
other than wheat, 18% cents. The 
minimum on junk is 30,000 pounds. 
Commission is of the opinion that a 
rate of 15 cents, with a minimum of 
20,000 pounds, should be established 


on bottles. Reparation awarded; 
March 11, p 443 


Hartman Furniture & Carpet Co vs 


Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific et al 
(2783), 20 I C C Rep, 496. On March 
25, 1908, complainant shipped a car- 
load of chairs from Malvern, Ark., via 
Thebes, Iil., to Milwaukee, Wis., upon 
which a through rate of 49 cents was 
charged. At the same time the com- 
bination via Cairo, Ill., was 39 cents. 
Effective May 28, 1908, this combina- 
tion was made the through rate via 
Thebes. At the time of shipment the 
local combination on Thebes was 54 
cents. The 39-cent rate was ad- 
vanced in October, 1909. Held, That 
rate charged should not have exceed- 
ed 39 cents; reparation awarded, but 
no order entered as to future rate; 
April 8, p 600. 


Havens, C. B., & Co vs Chicago & 


Northwestern (3337), 20 I C C Rep, 
156. Defendant operates between Stur- 
gis, S. D., and Chicago, Ill., 248 miles 
of land-grant-aided railroad, over 
which the government is required to 
pay only 50 per cent of the commer- 
cial rate. The total distance between 
Chicago and Sturgis is 1,044 miles. 
Complainant attacks the rate charged 
on 11 carloads of hard coal from Chi- 
cago to Sturgis, consigned to the gov- 
ernment quartermaster at Fort 
Meade, S. D., in January, 1909. The 
published rate from Chicago to Stur- 
gis was $6.80 per ton; the land-grant 
rate would have been $5.9915. Through 
error, agent of the defendant quoted 
complainant this land-grant rate. 
Some months after shiupments moved, 
it published this rate applicable on 
coal when consigned to the U. 8. gov- 
ernment, care of the quartermaster at 
Fort Meade; this provision, extend- 
ing the land-grant rate to all persons 
shipping the government, was can- 
celed in April, 1910, and since that 
date the rate applies only where the 
freight is paid by the government. 
Complainant’s coal was sold F O B 
Sturgis. The reasonableness of the 
$6.80 rate per se is not in issue, only 
the application of the land-grant rate. 
Under the rules of the Commission, 
Con Rule No 65, the land-grant rate 
could have been applied if published; 
under Rule 36 it was held that tariff 
rates must apply except where 
freight is paid by government, and 
this rule has since superseded 65. In- 
asmuch as the Commission is of the 
opinion that the benefit of special 
rates on government material should 
not accrue to anyone but the govern- 
ment, the complaint herein is dis- 
missed; March 4, p 387. 


Henderson, W. K., Iron Works & Sup- 


ply Co vs Texas & Pacific (3459), 20 
I C C Rep, 159. Complainant attacks 
a rate of 23 cents on sash weights 
from Shreveport, La., to Marshall, 
Tex. The distance is 42 miles, the 
rate a class one. Upon car wheels, 
axles, and similar articles of like 
physical characteristics, but greater 





Henry, George D., vs Bastern Ry Co of 


Hettler, Herman H., Lumber Co vs Gulf 


Hill, Audley & Co vs Southern Rail- 








commercial value, a oma rate 
of 6.5 cents is assessed. To Terrell, 
Tex., 158 miles distant from Shreve- 
port, a rate of 17% cents is main- 
tained on sash weights. Held, That 
rate at issue should not exceed 6.5 
cents, carload minimum 40,000 pounds; 
March 4, p 393. 


New Mexico (3601), 20 I C C Rep, 171. 
Complainant alleges he was charged 
unreasonable rate on double deck 
shipments of sheep from Vaughn, N, 
M., to Kansas City, Mo. (fed in tran- 
sit at Pampa, Tex.). The rate; a 
combination on Pampa, was 61.5 
eents; the rate to Pampa was 25 
cents. Defendants admit that the 
rate was unreasonable and suggest 
48 cents, based on the present 41-cent 
rate, Vaughn to Kansas City, plus a 
7-cent feeding charge. At the time 
the shipment moved a large number 
of points south of the Belen cut-off, 
but not including points on the cut-off, 
where Vaughn is located, took a rate 
of 40 cents, plus the T-cent feeding 
charge. Subsequently this rate was 
extended to Vaughn and later still 
the feeding charge at Texas points 
Was reduced to $10 per car. Held, 
That rate should not have exceeded 
48 cents and reparation awarded; 
March 4, p 391. 


& Ship Island et al (3800), 21 I C C 
Rep, 14. The complainant forwarded 
a carload of lumber from Woolam, 
Miss., to Owensburg, Ind., over de- 
fendants’ lines and directed routing 
via Louisville, Ky. A combination 
rate of 27 cents was applied. At the 
same time defendants were parties to 
a tariff naming a joint rate of 24 
cents from Woolam to Owensburg, 
which reserved to the carriers the 
right to route all shipments of lum- 
ber and articles taking the same 
rates, but said tariff did not specify 
any particular routes. Held, that in 
the absence of routing directions in 
the tariff the joint rate of 24 cents 
was applicable via any junction points 
of defendants’ lines, and that com- 
plainant was therefore overcharged 
to the extent of 3 cents per 100 
pounds; May 20, p 900. 


way (3376), 20 I C C Rep, 225. Attack 
is here made on the reasonableness of 
a rate of 20 cents on bananas from 
Charleston, S. C., to Augusta, Ga. 


The shipments forming the basis of | 


the complaint moved between May 
4, 1909, and Jan 7, 1910. Charleston 
and Savannah, Ga., are competitors 
for the general business of Augusta 
and for a long time have had the 
Same rates to that city. It appears, 
though that the Savannah rates are 
water-controlled; further, that there 
is no movement of bananas from that 
point to Augusta. For several years 
prior to May, 1909, a rate of 15 cents 
was in effect on bananas from both 
Charleston and Savannah. Interme- 
diate between Augusta and Colum- 
bia, S. C., there is competition for the 
banana trade, but no water competi- 
tion; from Charleston to Columbia the 
rate was 20 cents, although the dis- 
tance was 9 miles less than to Au- 
gusta. On November, 1908, Columbia 
shippers complained to their state 
railroad commission, alleging discrim- 
ination against Columbia in favor of 
Augusta, and as a result a 15-cent 
rate from Charleston to Columbia 
was ordered. The railroads then 
raised the rate to Augusta from both 
Savannah and Charleston to 20 cents 
and then applied to the South Caro- 
lina commission for permission to re- 
store the 20-cent rate to Columbia. 
This application was denied. On Feb 
18, 1910, the carrier thereupon re- 
stored the 15-cet rate to Augusta, 
and that rate is still effective. Held, 
That the 20-cent rate was not un- 
reasonable; complaint dismissed; 
March 11, p 435. 


imperial Wheel Co vs St Louis, Iron 


Mountain & Southern (2946), 20 I C 
C Rep, 56... Upon complaint that the 
defendant refuses to make a connec- 
tion with the petitioner’s spur track 
leading to its plant at Pine Blu®, 
Ark., and to operate the track except 
upon condition that the petitioner 
shall first release it from liability for 
loss and damage by fire on the prem- 
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ises caused by sparks and coals from 
the defendant’s loeomotives while on 
the spur track; Held, That if the de- 
fendant goes beyond its common-law 
duty as a carrier and undertakes to 
operate a spur track, doing this for 
the convenience of the shipper, and 
in this case without additional charge, 
such a requirement on its part is not 
unreasonable. It has no control over 
the complainant’s premises and can- 
not police them or take other steps to 
avoid the danger of fire. Under such 
circumstances it may protect itself 
against the hazard of fire and conse- 
quent loss and damage to the peti- 
tioner’s property by attaching reason- 
able conditions to its undertaking to 
operate the spur track. Complaint 
dismissed, Jan 14, p 77. 


{ndependent Supply Co vs Cumberland 


& Pennsylvania et al (2928), 20 I C 
C Rep, 66. Complainant seeks repar- 
ation on four carloads of blacksmith 
coal, shipped from West Virginia 
points to Los Angeles, Cal., on the 
ground that the shipments were mis- 
routed; Held, That as the shipments 
were routed in accordance with spe- 
cific instructions, the fact that one 
of the defendants advised the routing 
cannot be the basis on which to order 
reparation. Poor Grain Co vs C B & 
Q, 12 I C C Rep, 545, cited and fol- 
lowed, Jan 14, p 78. 


{nternational Salt Co of Illinois, Morton 


Salt Co, Intervener, vs Genesee & 
Wyoming et al, Detroit Salt Co et al, 
Intervenors, (3409), 29 I C C Rep, 530. 
From Retsof and Cuylerville, N. Y., 
to- Chicago, Ill., there is in effect a 
rate of 10 cents on coarse salt in 
bulk; salt, N O S, takes a 14-cent 
rate. This 10-cent rate is limited in 
its application to Chicago proper, and 
a few adjacent rate points, such as 
Hegewisch and Hammond. Com- 
plainant contends that the 10-cent 
rate is normal and that rates to other 
points in C F A territory should be 
sealed accordingly. No real effort 
was made, however, to show the un- 
reasonableness of present C F A rate 
per se. Defendants contend that the 
10-cent rate is water compelled and 
thereby seek justification of their de- 
parture from the long and short haul 
clause; they claim that to advance it 
to 14 cents would mean to divert the 
traffic to the lakes at Buffalo. It ap- 
pears that the regular line of steam- 
ships between Buffalo and Chicago 
are closely affiliated with the com- 
plainants; further that facilities for 
docking and unloading salt at Chi- 
eago are controlled by the complain- 
ants and leased by them to their 
allied boat lines; the identity between 
compiainants, the Retsof Mining Co, 
is close, and the relations between 
that Mining Co and the originating 
carrier, which receives a generous 
proportion of through rates for a 
16-mile haul is also, in some respects, 
close. Intervening salt companies ob- 
ject to being forced to ship salt via 
rail-and-water in boats of companies 
so closely related to competitors and 
to storing them on their docks. A 
substantial proportion of complain- 
ant’s salt goes to Chicago via rail- 
and-water, but Cuyierville salt can- 
not reach this market in the same 
way. From all the facts of record, 
the competitive character of the 10- 
cent rate seems to be clearly demon- 
strated and it is found that this rate 
grows out of the relations between 
the complainants and their affiliated 
boat lines. Were these boat lines to 
go out of business and were dock fa- 
cilities at Chicago open to all ship- 
pers under reasonable conditions, it 
appears that the carriers would be 
forced to maintain such a competitive 
rate because of the vigorous tramp 
steamer business that would then 
spring up. Heid, That complaint 
should be dismissed; April 22, p 715. 


International Salt Co, Morton Salt Co, 


Intervener, vs Pennsylvania et al 
(3406), 20 I C C Rep, 539. Complaint 
is here made that a rate of 11 cents 
on coarse salt in bulk from Retsof. N. 
Y., to Detroit, Mich., was unreason- 
able to the extent that it exceeded 
7.8 cents. Reparation is asked. Re- 
liance for a favorable decision is 
placed on the decision of this Com- 
mission in Delray Salt Co vs P R R 
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et al, 18 I C C Rep, 259, wherein it 
was held that inasmuch as a 14-cent 
rate On evaporated sait, Cuylerville, | 
N. Y., to Chicago, Ull., had been 
scaled on a percentage basis to De- 
there was no reason why the | 
current rate on bulk salt, 10 conte, | 
should not also scale. The defendants 
were given the aiternative of scaling 
the 10-cent rate or raising the Chi- 
cago rate to 14 cents. For the rea- 
sons set forth in International Salt Co 
vs Genesee & Wyo et al, 20 1 C C 
Rep, 530, defendants preferred to re- | 
duce the Detroit rate to save diver- 
sion of Chicago traffic to rail-and- 
water routes. But, in that case, the 
Delray Co was forced to pay 11 cents 
to bring salt from Cuylerville, while | 
the present complainants enjoyed a 
10-cent rate from Retsof to Chicago; | 
competition between the companies | 
was not at Detroit, but to points be- 





yond and on an unequal basis of 
rates. From the facts in this case 
there appears no discrimination 


against the present complainant. It 
made no objection to the 1li-cent rate | 
when it was in effect. In the Delray 
case complainant showed the disad- 
vantage of competing under an l1i- 
cent rate against the Chicago rate of 
10 cents; in this case, all the produ- 
cers reach Detroit on an equal basis. 
The present complaint is without 





merit and should be dismissed; April 
22, p 718. 

the Matter of the Investigation of 
Advances in Rates on Cement by Cay- 
riers in Trans-Missouri Territory (I 
& S No 5—No 3500, Sub No 5, 5-A, 
5-B, 5-C, 5-D and 3539), 20 1 C Cc 
Rep, 588. The principal carriers in 
trans-Missouri territory filed with the 
Commission tariffs which were to be- 
come effective Sept 1, 1910, contain- 
ing new rates and charges upon ce- 
ment from what is known as the gas 
belt in eastern Kansas and Oklahcma, 
and embracing such points as Iola and 
Chanute, Kan., but extending as far 
north as Sugar Creek, Mo., in the 
neighborhood of Kansas City, and as 
far south as Dewey, Okla., to points 
in Colorado, Kansas, Nebraska, and 
in other states embracing a wide 
range of territory, reaching from Illi- 


nois on the east into practically all 
trans- Missouri and intermountain | 
territory. They also filed tariffs 
naming advances from Portland, 
Colo., to points chiefly in Colorado, 
Nebraska, Kansas and Wyoming. 
These tariffs were suspended until 
July 1, 1911, 


pending an investigation 


under the provisions of section 15 of | 
the statute as amended June 18, 1919. | 


Many of the new rates involved in- 
creases ranging from one-half to 5c: 
a few are in excess of 5c; many rates 
which are now 17%, are advanced to 
20c, and there are a number of points 
where the increase is from 20 to 25 
cents. The taritfs aiso contain some 
reduetions, but they appear unim- 
portant. The most important of the 
proposed advances involves two sepa- 
rate sets of rates—one covering the 
movement from points in the Kansas 
gas belt to Colorado common points, 
Denver to Trinidad inclusive: the 
other the movement from gas belt 
points to Nebraska, Kansas and Wy- 
oming. It was testified that the 
changes in these rates, both advances 
and reductions, were made for the 
purpose of securing a better align- 
ment of rates and this appears to be 
the fact. In so far as the justification 
for these advances rested upon the 
alleged need for more revenue, the 
decision of the Commission in the 
General Western Rate Advance case, 
20 I C C Rep, 397, must be consid- 
ered as conclusive. It is further al- 
leged that the present cement rates 
are per se too low. but upon this 
proposition the record is meager, and 
the Commission is not convinced that 
the cement rates from the gas belt 
do not bear their proportionate share 
of the carriers’ exnenses. Indeed. a 
comparison of average earnings for 
the leading carriers in this territorv 
shows per ton per mile revenves 
on all traffic ranging from 7.89 
to 10.54 mills, with hauls all the 
way from 167 to 353 miles, 
against average per ton per mile 
earnings on cement from  Cha- 
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nute for hauls ranging from 349 to 
786, yielding all the way from 5.3 to 
12.9 mills on present rates, and from 
6 to 14 under the proposed rates. 
mile earnings on cement from Cha- 
Taking rates to 290 stations on the 
Burlington in Kansas, Nebraska, 
Colorado and Wyoming, the results 
were shown to be as follows: Ad- 
vances from Gas Belt: Advance of % 
cent per 100 pounds to 21 stations; 
advance of 1 cent per 100 pounds to 
40 stations; advance of 1% cents per 
100 pounds to 6 stations; advance of 
2 cents per 100 pounds to 4 stations; 
advance of 2% cents per i00 pounds 
to 15 stations; advance of 3 cents per 
100 pounds to 5 stations; advance of 
3% cents per 100 pounds to 10 sta- 
tions; advance of 4 cents per 100 
pounds to 1 station; advance of 4% 
cents per 100 pounds to 20 stations; 
advance of 5 cents per 100 pounds to 
142 stations; advance of 9% cents per 
100 pounds to 2 siations; not ad- 
vanced, 24 stations. Advances 
from St Louis and Hannibal to 
the same stations. Advance of 
% cent per 100 pounds to 46 stations; 
advance of 1 cent per 100 pounds to 
64 stations; advance of 1% cents per 
100 pounds to 1 station; advance of 
2 cents per 100 pounds to 10 stations; 
advance of 2% cents per 100 pounds 
to 21 stations; advance of 3 cents per 
100 pounds to 4 stations: advance of 
4 cents per 100 pounds to 1 station; 
not advanced, 149 _ stations. Ad- 
vances from Portland, Colo., to 
the same stations: Advance of 1 
cent per 100 pounds to 9 stations; 
advance of 1% cents per 100 pounds 
to 31 stations; advance of 2 cents 
per 100 pounds to 16 stations; advance 
of 2% cents per 100 pounds to 83 
stations; advance of 3 cents per 100 
pounds to 13 stations; advance of 3% 
cents per 100 pounds to 2 stations; 
advance of 4% cents per 100 pounds 
to 3 stations: advance of 5 cents per 
100 pounds to 3 stations: not ad- 
vanced, 130. stations. The present 
Portiand rate yields an average of 9.1 
mills; St Louis, 7.6, and from the gas 
belt, 10.4, while the proposed advances 
from Chanute and Iola in the gas belt 
would yield 12.4 mills; the average 
earnings on all Burlington traffic in 
1909 was 7.89 mills. Attention is 
called to the fact that the haul from 
Portland to Nebraska is two-line and 
over mountainous grades, and the gas 
belt haul is also two-line. It appears 
that rates between gas belt and Colo- 
rado common points were originally 
on a Class C basis of 40c; there was 
no movement under this rate and a 
commodity rate of 20c, applicable on 
cement, lime, plaster and stucco, in 
mixed carloads, was established in 
1900. The following year the rate on 
cement was reduced to 15c in order to 
meet Colorado competition. The rate 
from Portland to Colorado points was 
fixed at 5c. In 1908, both the gas 
belt and Portland rates were in- 
creased 2c, but the Portland rate 
was later reduced. It is now pro- 
posed to advance the gas belt rate to 


20¢c, and the Portland to 7%. It can 
hardly be contended that the rate 
from the Kansas gas belt, 17%c, 
which is about 17 per cent higher 


than what it was for seven years, is 
unremunerative. With the exception 
of tariffs naming rates upon cement 
originating at Portland and_ the 
Southwestern Lines, tariff and the 
tariff naming rates from Bonner 
Springs and Yocemento, the Com- 
mission is not convinced of the pro- 
priety of the proposed advances. 
Concerning the advances from Port- 
land, Bonner Springs and Yocemento, 
the carriers offered defense, while 
the propriety thereof was not opposed 
by cement producers, and, indeed 
one producer at Yocemento testified 
as to the general fairness of the new 
rates. These, as well as those carried 
in the Southwestern Lines tariff, 
naming rates from Kansas Citv ter- 
ritorvy and points in Kansas and in 
Oklahoma to Texas points, appear to 
be more in the nature of a realign- 
ment of rates. Held, That the pro- 
posed rates are not condemned be- 
tween the following points of origin 
and destination, viz., Portland, Colo., 
to all destinations; Kansas City ter- 
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ritory and points in Kansas and Okla- 
homa to points in Texas, as con- 
tained in Southwestern Lines Tariff, 
I C C, No 737, Sup No 6; and from 
Bonner Springs and Yocemento, Kan., 
to various points in the states of 
Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Ne- 
braska, Wyoming and New Mexico, 
as contained in tariffs I C C Nos 2318 
(Sup No 2), 2346 and 2348 of the 
Union Pacific Railroad Company. 
With these exceptions, the propriety 
of the new rates and charges has not 
been shown. The carriers publishing 
said tariffs are requested to with- 
draw them forthwith. If such action 
be not taken on or before the 15th 
day of May, 1911, the Commission will 
issue an order directing the mainte- 
nance of the present rates for a period 
of two years from that date; April 
29, p 767. 


In the Matter of the Investigation of 
Advances in Rates by Carriers on 
Grain, Grain Products, ete (3500, Sub 
No 6; I & S 6); In the matter of the 
Investigation and Suspension of Ad- 
vances in Rates for the Transporta- 
tion of Grain, Grain Products, etc 
(3500, Sub No 11; I & S 22), 211 CC 
Rep, 22. These investigations, in- 
stituted by the Commission under sec- 
tion 15 of the Act of June 18, 1910, 
involve the propriety of advances in 
the rates on wheat and coarse grains 
from the Dakotas to primary grain 
markets such as Minneapolis, Duluth, 
Milwaukee, Chicago, Omaha and rate 
points. The tariffs involved were 
first Suspended until March, and later 
until July 1, 1911. The burden of the 
defense was assumed by the Chicago 
& Northwestern and the Chicago, 
Milwaukee & St Paul. In addition to 
making the general contentions 
treated in the General Western Rate 
Advance Case, 20 I C C Rep, 307, the 
Milwaukee contends that these cases 
present the following questions: Do 
the commodities in question bear 
their equitable proportion with other 
commodities of the revenues of the 
carriers; does the locality in question 
pay its equitable proportion of the 
carriers’ revenue? The Northwestern 
denominates the advance as a read- 
justment and states that one reason 
of the change is the elimination of the 
discriminations pointed out in the 
Omaha Grain Exchange case, 19 I C 
C Rep, 424. The advances from South 
Dakota are from all points east of 
the Missouri River; in North Dakota, 
only the southern portion of the state 
is avected. The situation in the 
former state is peculiar in that there 
are no through lines. South Dakota 
ranks high among the great wheat 
producing states; its production of 
corn is rapidly growing; manufac- 
turing industries of an _ interstate 
character are a negligible factor; ag- 
riculture, which is confined prac- 
tically to the section east of the Mis- 
souri, is the principal business of the 
state, about two-thirds of the popu- 
lation being engaged in farming. In 
support of its contention that South 
Dakota had not borne its fair share 
of expense the Milwaukee offered ex- 
hibits of apportionment of charges. 
Segregation such as made the Com- 
mission believes to be fundamentally 
on an erroneous basis. Certain fig- 
ures have been submitted, however, 
which are worthy of more than a 
passing notice. It appears from one 
of the exhibits filed, that rates have 
materially declined in the last decade, 
while prices have largely increased. 
Stated succinctly, the contention 
here is that the reduced rates and 
higher wages have come from the 
railroads and the money has gone 
to the farmer. The Omaha line 
showed a deficit from its operations 
in South Dakota during the past five 
years of $60,726.82. The proposed ad- 
vances would mean an annual in- 
erease of only $18,672.71: on the Mil- 
waukee the increase would total $245,- 
676.42. * * * Sub No 6. Advances 
from South Dakota points lack con- 
sistency; in some instances the dif- 
ferences favor one primary market, in 
others another: this is. particularly 
true of the Milwaukee; the North- 


western has been more consistent. 
From North Dakota the advances 
are more uniform. On the Milwaukee, 
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luth and advances 
vary from one to two cents. 
same conditions prevail 
The carriers contend where the ad- 
vances are not uniform, it is because 
of previous errors in tariff construc- 
tion, present errors, or peculiar com- 
petitive conditions arising under the 
fourth section of the Act. The present 
average rate per ton per mile on wheat 
in South Dakota is 8.38 miles; 
average for the Dakotas, 
and Iowa is 4.48. 
the Omaha case, 


9 to 14.7 mills. 
to 11.7 mills. 


the Commission 
per-mile earnings more helpful. 
appears that Canadian competition 
on the north pulls down the North 
Dakota rates and is reflected to some 
extent in South Dakota. 
in the last named state yield a lower 
return than in Minnesota though the 
South Dakota traffic passes through 
It has never been the 
view of the Commission that the pros- 
perity of a shipper or a locality was 
a reasonable excuse for the imposi- 
tion of rates conditioned upon such 
prosperity, but when coincident with 
a substantial reduction in rates, the 
price of the commodity has nearly 
doubled in value, as is the case here, 
and claims for loss and damage have 
materially increased, two of the es- 
sential factors of rate-making, value 
and risk, have been changed in favor 
contentions that an 


that state. 


of the carriers’ 
advance should be allowed. 
consideration 
rates is the fact that it costs more to 
get fuel for the locomotives in South 
Dakota, the haul from the mines be- 
ing long and the price paid above the 
No evidence was presented 
that any substantial change should 
be made in the relationship of rates 
as between the Minneapolis, Duluth, 
Milwaukee and Chicago markets. 
only reasons advanced were clerical 
errors and the new fourth section. 
The first must be corrected and the 
second is reserved for determination 
of the Commission on proper appli- 
cation. Upon the review of the record 
the Commission 
of the opinion that except as before 
noted, the carriers have sustained the 
burden of justifying the 
The details of the general adjustmen 
left to the roads. 
The situation with re- 
spect to Omaha is somewhat differ- 

Omaha is a greater market for 
coarse grains and in the southern 
portion of South Dakota the produc- 
tion of coarse grains is greater than 
By agreement, the 
testimony in the Omaha case, supra, 
was stipulated into this record. The 
following table shows the present 
and proposed rates on coarse grains: 


—To Minneapolis.— 
Pres- 
ent, 


in Sub No 6, 


Sub, No 11. 


that of wheat. 


' 
t 
; 
; 
H 


; 
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From South 
Dakota Stations. tance, 
Miles. Cents. Cents. 
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from Brampton to Ellendale, 
a few exceptions, 
rate has been advanced 2c, with no 
_. change in Duluth rates; at some of 
the points excepted, 
advance to Minneapolis and none to 
Duluth, while at others the advance 
is Ic to both markets; these excep- 
tions are but four in number. 
Great Northern, from Geneseo to Ha- 
there are no advances to Du- 
to Minneapolis 


the Minneapolis 


there is a lc 


along the 


Minnesota 
It was testified in 
supra, that 1 cent 
was a reasonable rate in this terri- 
tory. The Commission, in cases cited, 
has fixed rates ranging from nearly 
The proposed rates 
will yield revenues ranging from 7.6 
With the exception of 
lumber, there is no traffic upon which 
considers per-ton- 


Grain rates 


justifies 


11.5 
11.5 
12 

12.5 
12.5 
12.5 


14 





Another 


increase. 


—To Minneapolis.— 


From South Dis- 


Dakota Stations. tance, 
Miles. Cents. 


—-To Omaha—— 


OT Pere 394 
Mitchell ........+.... 401 
Mount Vernon...... 413 
Plankinton ......... 424 
White Lake ........ 436 
Bemba: ..2... 2c ces 448 
PWG, 6 oe hieens 460 
Chamberlain ...... 468 
Dis- 
tance, 
Miles. 
Camhem «2. cc cicceueae 
Werthing ....uscc5. 235 
RPT ERT ae 
Chancellor ......... 247 
ae ee ere 255 
Marion Junction... .261 
BPYOGMIAN ..ccccivwss 265 
eae Pores | 254 
.) Bee ee ee 249 
SEO PTE Eee 244 
"TEE ib v.c-wwaws sees 244 
Springfield ......... 255 
Running Water ...262 
eee eee eed ee 27 
Bridgewater ....... 27 
Ree et 283 
Alexandria ......... 291 
BENE. wacnccdewaacs 298 
pS eee 292 
Mount Vernon ..... 303 
Plankinton ......... 315 
White Lake ....... 326 
TEE. Scvscessests 339 
Pukwana .......... 350 
Chamberlain ....... 359 


No change is made in the rates to 
Omaha from the Iowa-Dakota divi- 
sion of the Milwaukee, Chamberlain 
to Plankinton, but Minneapolis rates 
are increased two cents; 
station, Mt. Vernon, the Minneapolis 
rate has been increased two and the 
Omaha one cent. A check of proposed 
rates on the Omaha and Northwestern 
lines shows that tbe readjustment 
diminishes the allegec’ discrimination 
against Omaha. Leaving out compe- 
the present 
rates and the proposed changes dis- 
close many inconsistencies that can- 
From a con- 
sideration of the facts of record, the | 
Commission is of the opinion that 
rates to Omaha should not exceed the 


tition at Minneapolis, 


not be accounted for. 


following: 


Dis- 


From Station. tance. Rate. Wheat. 
C, M & St P Ry: Miles. Cents. Cents. 


Chamberlain ...359 


Pukwana ...... 350 
Kimball ........ 339 
White Lake ....326 
Plankinton ..... 315 
Mount Vernon. .303 
Mitchell ........ 292 
Sioux Falls ..... 247 
2 a re 226 
Marion Junction. 261 
Scotland ....... 244 
ye | BS ee 244 
Running Water.262 
Wagner ...-.... 268 
>. errs 305 
Stickney ........ 299 
FYamRton .....0<. 216 
Elk Point ...... 176 
C&NW Ry: 
Yankton ........ 199 
Wakonda ...... 181 
Centerville .....171 
Se rr 220 
Alcester ........ 152 
Cc, St P, M & O Ry: 
Mitchell ........ 252 
cc. eS 242 
Spencer ........ 230 
ee 220 
Montrose ....... 232 
Hartford ....... 245 
Sioux Falls ..... 260 


It is expected that carriers will line 
up rates from stations not named in 
confcrmity with these findings; June 


8, p 986. 


In the Matter of the Advances in Rates 
on Live Stock from Kansas City, Mo.. 
to St Louis, Mo., and other Mississippi 
River Crossings (I & S 9). 211. CC 
Rep, 119. The principal 
operating between the Missouri and 
Mississippi rivers filed with the Corn- 
mission tariffs which were to become 
effective Aug 15, 1910, and on dates 
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subsequent thereto, 
rates and charges upon 
from Kansas City and points in what 
is known as Kansas territory to St 
Louis and East St Louis and 
Mississippi River crossings. 
vances were as follows: 
164%c to 18%c, 
These tariffs are 











sheep, 17%4c to 20c. 
now suspended until June 10, 
pending investigation under the pro- 
visions of section 15 of the statute 
as amended June 18, 1910. 
hearing and investigation of the mat- 
ters involved and upon all the facts 
and circumstances 
record; Held, 


ent, posed, 


Cents. Cents. disclosed by 
1.5 3 


That in so far as the 
proceeding involves the allegations of 
unjust discrimination and undue pref- 
erence and advantage as between the 
live stock markets at Kansas City, 
Omaha and Chicago, as the Commis- 
sion has before it only the rate from 
one of these markets, namely. Kansas 
City, it is manifestly impossible upon 
the issue presented and the 


far as the question of the reasonable- 
ness of the rates in and of 
selves is concerned, 
rectly involves the larger question of 
the reasonableness of 
transportation 
west of Kansas City to the consuming 
centers of the East, and as there are 
not before the Commission the proper 
parties or the necessary information 
no conclusion can be reached upon 
in this proceeding. 
the suspension of the 
not be further 
continued, and the order suspending 
them is canceled without prejudice to 
any of the interests 


that matter di- 


these reasons, 
involved will 


at the next 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 

Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
the Transportation 
Locomotives and Tenders Named in a 
Schedule Filed 
Commerce Commission 
21 1 C C Rep. 
had its inception 


the Interstate 


This proceeding 
in a complaint by 
the Southern Iron & Equipment Co, 
which challenged a change in South- 
ern Classification whereby class rates 
were substituted for previously exist- 
ing flat mileage rates on locomotives 
and tenders, live and dead. Under the 
classification in effect Oct 1, 1897, lo- 
comotives dead took a rate of 20¢ per 
mile. with an attendant free in one 
later the attendant was 
passed free in both directions; Nov 1, 
the rate was increased to 30c, 
and Jan 5, 1904, to 35c: Aug 26, 1907, 
the free transportation for the attend- 
ant was withdrawn. The 35-cent rate 
the following items 
of the Southern Classification being 
under suspension until Sept 30, 1911: 
Locomotives, 
tenders or locomotives and tenders 
combined (carrier’s option), dead, on 
their own wheels (connecting rods at- 
tached and 
taken off and boxed), charges to be 
assessed at actual 
per cent, subject to a minimum net 
weight charge of 36,000 pounds. 
Locomotives and 
tenders (carrier’s option), moved by 
their own power (owner to furnish 
fuel and crew), charges to be assessed 
less 50 per cent, 
subject to a minimum net weight 
charge of 36,000 pounds. Sixth class.” 
The application of the mileage basis 
is in disregard of weight, though the 
weight of locomotives has been stead- 
ily increasing and even now they vary 
from 36 to 250 tons, the complainant’s 
averaging 60 tons. 
this increasing weight. rates were 2d- 
vanced from time to time from 20 to 
But this creates discrimination 
as between locomotives, the one be- 
low average paying more, 
above less than its fair rate. 
motives are somewhat of an anoma- 
lous commodity, and particularly sus- 
ceptible to individual treatment; 
does not seem fair to subject them to 
While it is contended 
locomotives class rates 
would tend to simplify classification, 
the Commission cannot accept sim- 
plicity at the cost of the unreasonable 
The application of class rates 


is now in effect, 
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would produce many inconsistencies 
in charges: e. g., rates in the south- 
east are largely shaped by water com- 
petition, thus offering many rates 
which per ton per mile yield appreci- 
able lower revenues for longer hauls 
because of water competition. Lo- 
comotives are not subject to 3 such } 
competition and the effect o such | 
competition should not be reflected in 
the rates thereon. Rates on locomo- | 
tives should be such as will give 
proper consideration to weight and 
distance traversed. Assuming that 
the 35-cent rate was made to cover 
average weight locomotives and ap- 
plying that basis to the 60-ton as an 
average, after deducting weight of 
trucks and about 20 tons, a per ton 
per mile rate is given of 8.74 mills, on 
the gross weight, 5.85 mills. Accept- 
ing this figure as fair, the following 
rates per ton per mile on gross weight 
of locomotives and tenders, dead, on 
own wheels, are prescribed as maxima: 

Mills. 
Not over 200 miles...........- 6.0 
Over 200 and under 300 miles.. 
Over 300 and under 400 miles.. 
Over 400 and under 5 - 
Over 500 and under 600 miles.. 
Over 600 and under 700 miles.. 5 
Over 700 mileS .....-cesseccees 5.0 
No testimony was offered on the in- 
erease from 30c to class rates on lo- 
comotives and tenders moving under 
their own power. Here, as the car- 
rier furnishes only trackage, and no 
motive power, weight becomes im- 
material. In the absence of justifi- 
cation for the change, the restoration 
of the flat rate of 30 cents per mile 
is ordered. Some complaint was 
made of combination rates in Official 
Classification territory, but as the or- 
der of suspension affected only the 
Southern Classification and as car- 
riers in Official Classification territory 
were not made parties defendant, no 
opinion is expressed upon _ those 
points; June 24, p 1123. 


In the Matter of an Investigation Con- 
cerning the Propriety of Proposed 
Schedules of Rates on Lumber, Filed 
by the Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pa- 
cific Railway Company (I & S 14), 20 
ICC Rep, 515. On Sept 16, 1910, the 
Commission suspended Vicksburg, 
Shreveport & Pacific tariff I C C No 
2679: the suspension was made to run 
until July 5, 1911. Complaint against 
the tariff was made by the Arkansas 
Southern Manufacturers’ Assn, the 
allegation being that the suspended 
schedule canceled joint rates from 
Rock Island points between Eldorado, 
Ark., and Winnfield, La., via Ruston, 
La., and the V S & P to points south 
of, on and north of the Ohio River, 
and that said cancelation increased 
rates from one-half to five cents. 
Complainant is especially interested 
in rates on yellow pine and cypress 
lumbers, and to these the Commis- 
sion directs attention. Members of 
complainant association have _ mills 
along that part of the Rock Island 
which was formerly the Arkansas 
Southern Railroad. Prior to that 
road’s absorption, complainant’s out- 
let was practically limited to the St 
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern at 
Eldorado, Ark., the Louisiana & Ar- 
kansas and the Louisiana Railway & 
Navigation Company at Winnfield, La., 
and the V S & P at Ruston, La. Joint 
rates were in effect via these connec- 
tions. In 1906, the Rock Island ac- 
quired the Arkansas Southern and 
connected it with its system by a line 
from Haskell to Eldorado. The Rock 
Island then ordered a cancelation of 
all joint rates via the Arkansas 
Southern, except via Ruston and 
Winnfield, to Texas points which are 
not naturally reached through the di- 
rect line of the Rock Island. The order 
was complied with and rates canceled 
except those to points east of the 
Mississippi River via Ruston and the 
VsS&P. The tariff canceling these, 
because of tari rules, could not be 
issued without a reprint of the entire 
issue; this involved some time and ex- 
pense; as a result, the cancelation 
of these rates was not effected until 
a tariff issued Aug 15, 1919—the one 
now under investigation. Rates now 

in effect via Ruston from stations in- 

volved, viz., Junction City, Ark., Ran- 
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dolph, Lillie, Bernice, Dubach, Rus- 

ton, Ansley, Hodge and Wyatt, La., 

are 16 cents to Cairo, Ill, 21 cents to 

Louisville, Ky., and 23 cents to Cin- 

cinnati, O. Rock Island rates from 

these stations are 14 cents to Mem- 
phis, Tenn., and 16 to Cairo and 

Thebes, lll. On the river combina- 

tion, this yields a 25-cent to Louis- 

ville, and 27 to Cincinnati. Rock 

Island rates apply not only from Ar- 

kansas Southern main line points, 

but from connecting stub lines; this 
is not true. with respect to rates via 

Ruston. Seventy per cent of com- 

plainant’s tonnage originates on stub 

lines. The stub line rates vary, i. e., 

at Randolph, from a point on the Ar- 

kansas Southeastern, it was recited 
that an 8-cent rate would be charged. 

In other words, the addition of the 

stub line rates would make the total 

charge via Ruston greater than the 
charge via Rock Island direct haul. 

As a result, the greater portion of 

the traffic does not move via Ruston. 

Consequently the cancelation of joint 

rates via Ruston cannot have any 

detrimental effect on the greater 
portion of the tonnage involved. The 
traffic of four of the ten members 
of the association originates on stub 
lines; two others are located at Rus- 

ton and have the advantage of V S 

& P service there; three others are 

located on private roads, which file 

no tariffs, and their charges are not 
absorbed. The tonnage so involved, 
however, is small. It was testified 
the other mill was not interested in 
cypress or yellow pine. Particular 
objection is made to cancelation of 
rates to points in Tennessee, Ken- 
tucky, West Virginia and a few points 
in Ohio. With respect to this small 
percentage of the business of the 
complainants, rates will be higher un- 
der the present tariff, but the ma- 
jority of the rates via Ruston are not 
now lower than rates via the Rock 
Island direct.. This is notably true 
with respect to rates to the great con- 
suming territory north of the Ohio. 
Without passing upon the reason- 
ableness of the Rock Island rates 
which are not here involved, upon 
the whole record the Commission is 
of the opinion that the suspension 
of the tariff in question should be 
vacated and it is so ordered; April 22, 
712. 

In the Matter of an Investigation Con- 
cerning the Propriety of Proposed 
Schedule of Rates on Lumber (I & S 
14), 21 I C C Rep, 61. By the terms 
of the Commission’s previous report 
in this matter, 20 I C C Rep, 575, 
the tariffs under suspension were al- 
lowed to go into eect May 1; the 
same day, a petition was received 
from the complainants, asking a re- 
hearing. Held, That the Commission 
is not empowered to suspend the op- 
eration of a tariff after it has gone 
into effect. Complainants’ applica- 
“a ne rehearing denied; May 27, 
p 937. : 

In the Matter of the _ Investiga- 
tion of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers in Official Classification Ter- 
ritory (3400), 20 I C C Rep, 248. In 
the early summer of 1910, carriers in 
Official Classification territory filed 
tariffs with the Commission, naming 
increases upon all classes and upon 
one-half of the commodity rates 
within that territory. The Commis- 
sion, under provisions of the Mann- 
Elkins law, instituted proceedings of 
inquiry into the reasonableness of 
such increased rates and, pending 
such investigation, the carriers vol- 
untarily postponed the effective dates 
of the tariffs filed. After full hearing 
and investigation of the matter and 
all the facts and circumstances dis- 
closed by the record, it is Held, That 
there is no evidence before the Com- 
mission which establishes the neces- 
sity for higher rates. The probabil- 
ity is that increased rates will not 
be necessary in the future. In view 
of the liberal returns received by 
these carriers in the past ten years, 
they should be required to show, 
with reasonable certainty, the neces- 
sity before the ifcrease is allowed. 
If actual results should demonstrate 

that the Commission’s forecast is 
wrong, there might be grounds for 





asking a further consideration of this 
subject. . The Act to regulate 
commerce, as amended, in regard to 
increased rates, should not receive 
exactly the same interpretation which 
has been put upon the English Act 
in regard to advanced rates. The Eng- 
lish Act creates a presumption that 
the rates in etect on Dec 31, 1892, 
were reasonable rates, and the jus- 
tice of any increase must be tried 
by that standard, whereas the Act to 
regulate commerce does not intend 
to enact that all rates in effect on 
Jan 1, 1910, are just and reasonable. 
Upon the contrary, it is open to any 
shipper or to this Commission to at- 
tack such a rate as unjust and un- 
reasonable. The only effect of our 
statute is to cast, in certain cases, 
the burden of proof upon the car- 
rier. . . . Before any general ad- 
vance in rates can be permitted it 
must appear with reasonable cer- 
tainty that carriers have exercised 
proper economy in the purchase of 
supplies, in the payment of their 
wages and in the general conduct of 
their business. . . . The Commis- 
sion has been compelled to dispose 
of this case upon the evidence avail- 
able, but there is no testimony tend- 
ing to show the cost of reproducing 
of these properties. It is plain that 
a physical valuation would intro- 
duce into consideration a new ele- 
ment which might lead to a different 
conclusion. Congress ought to au- 
thorize a valuation of those roads 
subject to federal jurisdiction. The 
interest of the public ought not to 
depend upon a valuation made en- 
tirely by the owners of these prop- 
erties, no matter how honestly the 
work may be _ prosecuted. ... 
These class rates have been in eect 
continuously for the last 30 years 
and less complaint with respect to 
the adjustment of rates has been re- 
ceived from this territory than from 
any other with which this Commis- 
sion has to do. During this long 
period business has adjusted itself 
to this scheme of rates, and the 
Commission is not disposed, upon 
the mere suggestion that some better 
scheme might have been originally 
devised, to subvert the conditions 
which have been established. x 


Commodity rates stand somewhat 

different. An examination of the 

schedules shows that most of these 
commodities were carried under the 
classification when tariffs were first 

filed with this Commission, in 1887, 

and that the present commodity rates 

are from 10 to 25 per cent lower 
than the class rates then applicable. 

Carriers have frequent occasion to 

vary their commodity rates with 

varying conditions. While earnest 
objection has been made to the ad- 
vance in class rates, in only three 
or four instances has the increase in 
commodity rates been especially at- 
tacked. For these reasons the Com- 
mission dislikes to tie up, by hard 
and fast order, these commodity 
rates, and has concluded, as to all 
the rates involved in this proceed- 
ing, to simply require the defendants 
to cancel on or before March 10, 1911, 
their advanced tariffs on file and to 
restore their former rates, which are 
the rates now in effect. If this re- 
quirement is not complied with, the 
proposed rates will be suspended, the 
necessary findings of fact made, and 
the usual two years’ order issued as 

+ the tariffs involved; Feb 25, p 
—See also “Rate Advances—Official 
Classification Territory.” 

In the Matter of Restricted Rates 
(3053), 20 I C C Rep, 426. In the ter- 
ritory east of Illinois and north of 
the Ohio River, carriers quite gener- 
ally have followed the practice of 
filing rates for coal for the use of 
steam roads that are lower than the 
charges exacted on commercial coal 
for the same transportation service. 
In Feb and Nov, 1908, the Commis- 
sion, in Conference Rulings Nos. 34 
and 225, announced that a tariff 
naming lower rates for steam than 
for domestic coal was illegal and that 
a carrier might not be given rate 
preferences as shipper over another 
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line. Laying aside consideration as 
to adjusting divisions between roads 
and the possible increase in cost of 
railroad fuel by the elimination of 
special rates, the discrimination 
against electric roads by confining 
rates to steam lines, and practical 
questions.along similar lines and re- 
membering that, as a practical mat- 
ter there is no difficulty in bringing 
this system within the limits of the 
Commission’s opinions previously ex- 
pressed, the more important question 
is whether the special tariffs are law- 
ful or in violation of any of the pro- 
visions of the Act to regulate com- 
merce. In Capital City Gas Co vs C 
Vt Ry Co, 11 I C C Rep, 104, it was 
held that one rate on coal for rail- 
road supply and another for coal 
when used for other purposes was 
unlawful, citing Wight vs U 8S, 167 
U §S, 513, and I C C vs A M Rd Co, 
168 U S 144; in In re Contracts of 
Express Companies, 16 I C C Rep, 
246, it was held that a railroad might 
not lawfully transport men and sup- 
plies of an express company free of 
charge when they were employed by 
the express company at points not on 
the line of the railroad, citing I C C 
vs C & O Ry Co, U § 361; in Hitch- 
man Coal & Coke Co vs B & O Rd 
Co, 16 I C C Rep, 512, it was held 
that there was no warrant in com- 
mon law for the theory that a car- 
rier as a shipper over the lines of 
another road might enjoy preferen- 
tial rates. Section 2 of the Act for- 
bids discrimination. Under this dam- 
ages have been awarded because a 
carrier charged more for ‘free’ than 
for ‘‘contract’” coal, P R R Co vs 
International Mining Co, 173 Fed Rep, 
11, because one shipper was given 
track rental allowances and another 
similarly situated was not, Mitchell 
Coal & Coke Co vs P R R Co, 181 
Fed Rep, 403. It is suggested that 
these rates are analagous to export 
and import rates and the Pittsburg 
Plate Glass case, 13 I C C Rep, 87, 
and the Import Rate Case, 162 U S§S, 
197, are cited. The Commission is not 
prepared to admit the analogy; the 
export and import rates were open to 
all shippers; these rates are _ re- 
stricted by the use to which the 
commodity is put. There can be no 
substantial difference in the condi- 
tions of transportation of the railway 
fuel point of production to a point 
on the consuming line as compared 
with the same service transporta- 
tion of commercial coal between the 
same points. There may be some 
slight difference in the terminal ser- 
vice, but that is true as to all ship- 
ments to any point of importance. It 
requires more and somewhat more 
expensive service to deliver one ship- 
ment than to deliver another, but 
that difference is not at all recog- 
nized in the rates. The difference in 
transportation conditions must be 
substantial in order to remove the 
application of section 2 of the Act. 
If a lower rate on railway fuel is 
warranted because the railroad has 
facilities for receiving the coal which 
make the cost of service less, any 
shipper who provided like facilities 
would be entitled to a lower rate; 
this, obviously, could not be per- 
mitted. If this were done, and it 
was held not to be in violation of 


section 2, it would clearly violate 
section 3 as constituting an unjust 
discrimination against the smaller 


shipper. The Commission adheres to 
its ruling that “a tariff providing for 
reduced rates on coal used for steam 
purposes, or that the carrier will re- 
fund part of the regular tariff charges 
on presentation of evidence that the 
coal was so used, is improper and un- 
lawful—that is to say, that the car- 
rier has no right to attempt to dic- 
tate the uses to which commodities 
transported by it shall be put in or- 
der to enjoy a transportation rate.’’ 
It also adheres to its ruling that ‘a 
earrier, or a person or corporation 
operating a railroad or other trans- 
portation line, may not, as a shipper 
over the lines of another carrier, be 
given any preference in the applica- 
tion of tariff rates on interstate ship- 
ments, but it may lawfully and prop- 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 
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erly take advantage of legal tariff 
joint rates applying to a convenient 
junction or other point on its own 
line, provided such shipments are 
consigned through to such point from 
point of origin and are, in good faith, 
sent to such billed destination. Car- 
riers ordered to cease and desist from 
maintaining tariffs which contain 
rates applicable only upon shipments 
for a particular consignee or when 
the commodity transported is for a 
particular use, or rates that are re- 
stricted to the use of certain ship- 
pers and not open to all shippers 
alike; April 1, p 547. 
—See under ‘Courts, 
stricted Rates’’ for 
ceedings. 


Commerce—Re- 
injunction pro- 


Suspension of Advances by Carriers 
in Rates by Carriers for the Trans- 
portation of Rice and Rice Products 
(I & S 34), 21 I C C Rep, 124. Or- | 
ange, Beaumont and Houston, Tex., 
are so situated that extensive rice- 
producing territories are tributary to 


them and at all three are located 
large rice mills. These cities are lo- | 
cated in such proximity to one an- 


other that the territories from which | 
they draw their rough rice overlap 
oné another. While rice reaches the 
north Atlantic seaboard to some ex- | 
tent by all-rail, the bulk of the move- | 
ment is rail and water via Galveston, | 
Tex. New York, N. Y., is the largest 
consuming territory and because the 
relationship between rates from these 
three cities to that port is observed 
at all the other north Atlantic ports, 
the New York rate will be consid- 
ered typical for the purposes of this 
discussion. For some time previous 





to Dec 27, 1909, the following rail- 
and-water rates were in effect: 
FROM— L. C. L. C: Zs 
Cents. Cents. 
DEE: . Sato wan <o ce dus 28 23 
PR. 95s cigas be coders 41 30 
EERE ee fare 41 30 
Beaumont, it should be observed, has 
always contended that it should 
have the same rates as Houston. 


The haul to Galveston from Houston 
is 53 miles, Beaumont 76 and Orange | 
97 miles. Local state rates to Gal- 
veston are 5 cents from Houston and 
12 from Beaumont and Orange. The | 
Gulf & Interstate runs directly from 
Beaumont to Galveston without 
touching either Orange or Houston; 
Houston is served by several lines; | 
the short line from Orange would be | 


the Southern Pacific to Beaumont 
and Gulf & Interstate to Galveston. | 
Effective May 17, 1909, the last- | 


named road established a proportion- 
al of 6 cents from Beaumont, which, 
in connection with a water rate of 
20 cents, gave a through rate to New | 
York of 26 cents. Evective Dec 27, 
1909, other lines established a rate 
of 23 cents from New York, Houston 
to New York, 26 cents from Beau- | 
mont and 30 cents from Orange, the | 
L CL rates remaining unchanged. 
Against this adjustment Orange pro- 
tested and it appears the Texas rail- 
road commission ordered that Or- 
ange be given whatever rate applied 
from Beaumont to Galveston. On 
Dec 17, 1909, the Gulf & Interstate 
withdrew its proportional and became 
a party to a general tariff filed by 
Agent Christian, naming the 23, 26 
and 30-cent rates. This was pro- 
tested by Orange. Effective Feb 7, 
1911, rates from Beaumont and Or- 
ange were both made 28 cents. 
Against this Beaumont protested and 
the tariff was suspended pending in- 
vestigation by this Commission. 
Were distance alone to guide it 
would appear that Beaumont might 
well take a slightly lower rate than 
Orange. It seems, however, that on 
rates to the eastward these two cities 
are generally on a parity and, upon 
the whole, this appears to be just. 
The most serious dispute is as to the 
adjustment between these two locali- 
ties and Houston. The testimony 
shows that-on present rates Houston 
ean and does buy almost at Beau- 
mont’s door. The difference in dis- 
tance between these two cities would 
not justify a 5-cent differential. Wa- 
ter competition from all three points 
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to Galveston is urged as a possibi- 
ity; but at present actual facilities 
are lacking. Under the 23-cent Hous- 
ton rate, the rail carrier receives out 
of its division a revenue of 1.73 cents 
per ton per mile; on 26 cents from 
Beaumont, it would receive 2.29 cents 
and on the proposed 28-cent rate 2.44 


cents. The record discloses no sub- 
stantial justification for the 5-cent 
differential. The Commission is of 


the opinion that Beaumont and Or- 
ange should take the same rates and 
that the differential to New York 
over Houston should not exceed 5.3 
cents. The spread between C I and 
lL, C L rates from Orange and Beau- 
mont to New York should not exceed 
10 cents. No opinion is expressed as 
to the reasonableness of any of the 
rates themselves, as these were jot 
in controversy; June 24, p 1120. 


In the Matter of the Request for Sus- 


pension of Reduced Rates on Pack- 
inghouse Products and Fresh Meats 
from Fort Worth, 1s ex., to Mississippi 
River Crossings and Points East 
Thereof, 21 I C C Rep, 68. Upon 
statutory notice, to become effective 
June 18, 1911, F. A. Leland filed his 
I C C No 839 reducing proportional 
rates on fresh meats and packing- 
house products from Fort Wort! 
Tex., to the Mississippi River Cross- 
ings; the reduction in the first in- 
stance was about 3 cents, in the sec- 
ond about a quarter of a cent 
Against this reduction packinghouse 
industries of Oklahoma City, Okla., 
complained; discrimination was al- 
leged, although the chief plaint of the 


Oklahoma City interests is on in- 
bound live stock rates, and pro- 
ceedings covering the general 


Oklahoma City adjustment are 
now pending. For about a year Okla- 
homa City has had a differential of 
7 cents on fresh meats and 4% on 
packinghouse products under Fort 
Worth rates; Wichita, Kan., has dif- 
ferentials of 14 and 8% cents under 


Fort Worts, and the Oklahoma City 
diferentials seem to have been 
reached in an off-hand fashion by 
halving the Wichita differentials. 


The reduction in Fort Worth rates 
here complained of was initiated by 
lines not serving Oklahoma City, al- 
though some of the carriers parties 
to it do serve both cities. It is urged 
by the carriers and the Fort Worth 
interests that this Commission is 
without power to suspend a reduc- 
tion of rates and that no proper oc- 
ecasion for the exercise of such power 
has been shown. Upon these con- 
tentions the Commission now decides 
that it has power to suspend rate 
reductions in any case where the sus- 
pension will operate to prevent an 
apparent discrimination. It is the 
Commission’s view, however, that a 
prima facie case clearly and affirma- 
tively persuasive should be presented 
before such power is exercised. That 
this has been done in the present in- 
stance cannot be said. The applica- 
tion is denied; June 10, p 1027. 


In the Matter of the Investigation of 


Advances in Rates by Carriers in 
Western Trunk Line, Trans-Missouri 
and Iilinois Freight Committee Terri- 
tories (3500), 20 I C C Rep, 307. In 
the spring of 1910, the principal car- 
riers in Western Trunk Line, Trans- 
Missouri and Illinois Freight Commit- 
tee territories filed with this 
Commission tariffs increasing their 
rates upon some 200 commodities, but 
pending investigation involving the 
reasonableness of such _ increased 


rates, the carriers voluntarily sus- 
pended the effective dates of the 
tariffs. After a full hearing and in- 


vestigation of the matters involved 
and upon all the facts and circum- 
stances disclosed by the _ record: 
Held, That the proposed rates are 
beyond the limitations placed upon 
the carriers by law and should not 
become effective. . . . The distinc- 
tion between the English Act as to 
increased rates and the Act to reg- 
ulate commerce upon that subject is 
clear. The eect of the English stat- 
ute was to cast upon the railway 
company the burden of proving that 
the increase of the rate was reason- 
able, whereas the Act to regulate 
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commerce as last amended required 
the carrier to show the reasonable- 
ness of the increased rate. Under 
the Act of Parliament the carrier is | 
ealled upon to justify the difference : 
between the previously existing rate ! 
and the rate established, while under 
the Act of Congress the carrier is 
called upon to prove that the new 
rate aS a whole is reasonable. 


The phrase, ‘‘the burden of proof shall 
be upon the common carrier’ in the 
Mann-Elkins act, means that the rail- 
road which increases its rates, if 
challenged, must assume to prove to 
this Commission that the increased 
rates are within the words of descrip- 
tion and limitation used in the act; 
that is, that they are just and rea- 
sonable. They must satisfy the mind 
of the Commission of this fact. It 
is doubtless true that in its centroi 
over the charges which the railroads 
make this Commission exercises a 
power so extensive as to justify the 
broadest consideration of the eco- 
nomic and financial eects of its or- 
ders, but the government has not 
undertaken to become the directing 
mind in railroad management; this 
Commission is not a general manager 
of the railroads, and no matter what 
the revenues the carriers may receive 
there can be no control placed by the 
Commission upon its expenditure, no 
improvements directed, and no econ- 
omies enforced. The strength 
of the carriers’ case is in these two 
contentions: (1) That the roads are 
not earning a fair return upon the 
value of their property; (2) that the 
cost of operating has increased be- 
cause of increased wages. While it 
is true that the cost of operation 
has increased by the amount shown 
as allowed to labor and addition 
to wages, it is also true that op- 
erating revenues have increased So as 
to more than absorb increased operat- 
ing expenses. Moreover, cost figures 
furnished would indicate that under 
skillful management an _ additional 
tonnage may be handled under a 
higher wage schedule without increas- 
ing the cost of the service given. 
. . . It appears that the commod- 
ity rates involved in this proceeding 
have already paid their due share of 
the value of the service rendered by 
the carriers. Many of them, in fact, 
are now twice as high for the haul 
immediately west of Chicago as cor- 
responding rates for a similar haul 
immediately east of Chicago. 


Our laws do not seek to establish 
dominion over private capital for any 
other purpose than to make sure 
against injustice being done the pub- 
lic, and thereby to make such capital 
itself more secure. The Commission 
is dealing here with a difficult prob- 
lem, involving multitudinous facts 
and an infinite variety of modifying 
conditions, which make the establish- 
ment of principles and the framing of 
policies a matter of slow evolution. 
Congress has laid down a few rules. 
These rules the Commission is at- 
tempting to apply. It is not for the 
Commission to say that it represents 
the government and may have a 
policy of its own which in any degree 
runs counter to the power granted to 
the Commission or the duty imposed 
upon the Commission. The railroads 
may not look to this tribunal to nega- 
tive or modify the expressed will of 
the legislature. They have laid be- 
fore the Commission the facts and 
law which would make for a justi- 
fication of their course in the increas- 
ing of rates, but to the mind of the 
Commission their justification has not 
been convincing. . . The carriers 
herein are requested to withdraw the 
proposed tariffs forthwith. If such 
action is not taken on or before 
March 10, 1911, the Commission will 
further suspend these rates, make 
appropriate findings and issue, an 
order directing the maintenance of 
the present rates for a period of two 
vears from that date. If the 
time does come when through 
changed conditions, it may be shown 
that the fears of the carriers are re- 
alized or approaching realization, and 
from a survey of the whole field of 
operations there is evidence of a 


Iola Portland Cement Co vs Missouri, 


Kaul Lumber Co vs Central of Georgia 


movement which makes against the 
security and lasting value of legiti- 
mate investment and an adquate re- 
turn upon the value of these proper- 
ties, this Commission will not hesi- 
tate to give its sanction to increases 
— will be reasonable; Feb 25, p 


Kansas & Texas et al (3286), 20IC C 
Rep, 91. Although complainant knew 
of an existing through route and joint 
rate on cement over the Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe and Fort Worth 
& Rio Grande, from Iola, Kan., to 
Comanche, Hasse, Brady and Ste- 
phensville, Tex., it nevertheless 
routed the shipments herein involved 
over the Missouri, Kansas & Texas 
Railway and the Fort Worth & Rio 
Grande, the applicable published rates 
being a higher combination of inter- 
mediate rates: Held, That complain- 
ant is not entitled to reparation and 
that prayer for establishment of 
through route and joint rate over 
the Missouri, Kansas & Texas and 
Fort Worth & Rio Grande, upon sup- 
position that such action is a neces- 
sary corollary to an award of repara- 
tion. should be denied; Feb 4, p 193. 


et al (698 and 707—Sub No 1), 20 
I C C Rep, 450 Complainant, a lum- 
ber company doing business in Ala- 
bama had a railroad, now known as 
the Sylacauga & Wetumpka, which 
was constructed under its general in- 
corporation and connected its mill, 
on cane line of the Central of Georgia 
Railway, with its timber. In 1901 the 
lumber company made a_ contract 
with the Central of Georgia under 
which it received a division of 2 


_ cents per 100 pounds of all rates on 


lumber shipped by it from its mill, 
which 2 cents was supposed to repre- 
sent the portion of the through rate 
to which the lumber company was 
entitled for the haul from the timber 
to the mill, through rates being made 
from the timber, called, ‘““Wildwood,”’ 
to various destinations. Between 
June 22, 1903, and Feb 4, 1908, the 
rates on. yellow pine lumber from the 
points of origin in Alabama to the 
Ohio River and related points were 
advanced 2 cents per 100 pounds. In 
the Central Yellow Pine and Tift 
cases, 10 I C C Rep, pages 505 and 
548, the Commission condemned simi- 
lar advances from competing and con- 
tiguous territory. Upon a complaint 
charging the unreasonableness of the 
2-cent advance and asking reparation 
based thereon, Held, That, without 
deciding whether this railroad, owned 
and operated by the lumber company, 
is a common carrier or not, upon the 
facts appearing in its operations in 
hauling company material for the 
Kaul Lumber Company it can be con- 
sidered by this Commission only as a 
plant facility. That, conceding for 
the purposes of this case that the ad- 
vance of 2 cents per 100 pounds on 
yellow pine lumber was unreasonable 
and unjust, the complainant lumber 
company is not entitled to any repa- 
ration thereon for the reason that it 
has never paid the advance. That, if 
the railroad of the lumber company 
should be held to be a common car- 
rier, as the complainant contends it 
should, in such case it cannot be 
heard to complain of the advance in 
rates because it had concurred tacitly 
and explicitly in such advance. Con- 
plaint dismissed; April 1, p 556. 


Kollyrite Trucking Co vs Pennsylvania 


et al (3519): See ‘‘Murphy Bros. vs 
New York Central & Hudson River 
et al (2398 and 3615), post. 


Lawrence-Wardenburg Co vs Southern 


Pacific et al (2730); F. D. Ogden vs 
Same (3011); New Orleans Board of 
Trade, Ltd, vs Same (3012), 20 IC C 
Rep, 638. These cases ask for repara- 
tion on shipments of lima beans from 
California to Colorado, New Mexico, 
Texas, Oklahoma and New Orleans, 
La. In the New Orleans case repara- 
tion is asked on the ground that that 
city was discriminated against by be- 
ing charged 85 cents during a ten- 
month period, while Texas, Colorado 
and Missouri River points enjoyed a 
75-cent rate. These cases are con- 
trolled by the facts and decision in 
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Commercial Club of Omaha vs South- 
ern Pacific et al (2736), 20 I C C Rep, 
631. Following that, these cases are 
dismissed; May 20, p 888. 


Maritime Exchange et al vs Pennsyl- 


vania (3219), 21 I C C Rep, 81. At- 
tack is here made on a local rate of 
$1.35 per ton on cement from Martins 
Creek, Pa., to Philadelphia, Pa., 
through New Jersey and a propor- 
tional rate of 80 cents applicable only 
on cement carried from Philadelphia 
to Wilmington, N. C., and points 
south thereof by water. To Jersey 
City, N. J., there was formerly an 
open rate of 80 cents; this has been 
advanced to $1.10 for Jersey City 
proper, but remains 80 cents on traf- 
fic which is trans-shipped by water; 
lighterage charges make the New 
York Harbor rate $1.40. Until Feb 
11, 1909, the rate to Philadelphia for 
all purposes was $1.35 per ton; effect- 
ive that date an §0-cent rate, limited 
as before specified, was established. 
This rate applies solely to Martins 
Creek; connections serving other 
points in the so-called Lehigh cement 
district have declined to concur in it 
from the rest of the district. The 
haul via defendant line from Martins 
Creek to Philadelphia is 90 miles; to 
Jersey City, 114 miles. The local rate 
of $1.35 is apparently a high one. 
Against the demand that the 80-cent 
rate be made to apply on all cement 
into Philadelphia, defendant contends 
that that would mean turning over to 
water carriers at Philadelphia traffic 
that wovid otherwise move via its 
rails or those of affiliated companies; 
the open rate at Jersey City was es- 
tablished and maintained by lines 
other than the defendants without 
restriction because cement does not 
move through Jersey City by water 
to coast and bay points in any vol- 
ume. Defendant also calls attention 
to its greater terminal facilities at 
Philadelphia. The Commission finds 
notning unjust in the restricted rates, 
but does find that the local rate is 
unreasonable and should not exceed 
$1.10; June 17, p 1081. 


Maxwell, W. F., vs Wichita Falls & 


Northwestern et al (2895), 20 I C C 
Rep, 197. On Feb 9, 1909, complain- 
ant shipped a carload of house block- 
ing from Burkburnett, Tex., to Devol, 
Okla., a distance of 7.4 miles. There 
was no specific rating for blocking, 
but under the analogous article rule 
a lumber rate of 6% cents was ap- 
plied. Subsequently a specific rate of 
3% cents was established and com- 
plainant asks reparation on this basis. 
This case does not fall within the rule 
of the Commission’s holding with re- 
spect to voluntary reductions; no spe- 
cifit rate was in effect at the time 
shipment moved, and as soon as pos- 
sible after the defect was called to 
defendant’s attention a lower rate was 
established. Held, That reparation 
should be awarded on the basis of the 
3%-cent rate. (2) On Feb 19, 1909, 
complainant shipped a _ carload of 
rough fence posts from Devol to Ol- 
ney, Tex., upon which a rate of 11 
cents was assessed. The authority for 
the exaction of this charge cannot be 
found. An 1li-cent rate was estab- 
lished April 26, 1910, and superseded 
in October by a class rate of 20 cents. 
Defendants admit that the i1l-cent 
rate was made up in part of a Texas 
rate not on file with the Commission. 
The haul was 65 miles. Contempora- 
neously for a haul of 312 miles an 11\4- 
cent rate was maintained; and a rate 
of 3% cents was in effect on fence 
posts for a 37-mile haul to Burk- 
burnett. Held, That rate should not 
have exceeded 7 cents. ~ Reparation 
awarded and rate established for fu- 
ture; March 11, p 444. 


McCaull-Dinsmore Co vs Chicago, Mil- 


waukee & St Paul et al (3335), 20 
I C C Rep, 15. Complainant here at- 
tacks reasonableness of class D rate 
of 75 cents as assessed on carload of 
sacked corn, half cracked and half 
whole, from Elk Point, S. D., to Ana- 
conda, Mont. At time the shipment 
moved, February, 1910, there was a 
rate of 55 cents on brewers’ meal, 
grits and flakes, bran, middlings, 
shorts, cracked or chopped corn, corn- 
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meal, hominy, in straight or mixed 

carloads, and a rate of 50 cents on 

whole corn. Defendants failed to offer | 
any evidence in support of the rea- ' 
sonableness of the high rate charged 

on complainant’s shipment. Held, 

That rate should not have exceeded 

55 cents; reparation awarded Jan 7, 

p 19. 


Memphis Freight Bureau vs St Louis 


Southwestern (2441), 20 I C C Rep, 
33. Complainant here puts in issue 
the reasonableness of the rates on 
cottonseed from points on the defend- 
ant’s lines in Arkansas, Louisiana and 
Missouri to Memphis, Tenn., and al- 
leges that they are discriminatory in 
comparison with rates to Bast St. 
Louis, Ill. Defendant, while admit- 
ting some rates were out of line, de- 
nied the material allegations of the 
complaint and takes the position that 
to grant petitioner’s prayer would give 
Memphis an undue preference over 
Bast St. Louis. It appears that prior 
to 1903, Memphis had a differential 
over East St. Louis ranging upwards 
as high as 5 cents, but in that year 
new rates 40 to 60 per cent lower than 
those previously in effect were estab- 
lished to East St. Louis, without any 
change being made in the Memphis 
adjustment, notwithstanding that the 
mileage to Memphis from Arkansas is 
much less. It appears that defend- 
ant’s rates on cottonseed to Memphis 
are generally higher than rates for 
equidistant hauls of other lines to 
Memphis; that other lines maintain a 
substantial differential in favor of 
Memphis as against Hast St. Louis, 
and that even the defendant, on 
other commodities, recognizes the 
shorter haul to the Tennessee city. 
Defendant argues that the haul to 
Hast St. Louis is practically a one- 
line, to Memphis a two-line, and that 
the basis of rate-making for the two 
cities is different. The Commission is 
of the opinion, however, that the 
present rates are both unreasonable 
per se and discriminatory. It is 
therefore held, That the rate on cot- 
tonseed to Memphis from Malden, 
Mo., to and including Jonesboro, Ark., 
should not exceed 12.5 cents; from 
Jonesboro to and including Clarendon, 
11.5; from Ulm, Parham and Stutt- 
gart, 12.5, and from points on the 
Stuttgart branch, 13.5; from and in- 
cluding Goldman to and including Alt- 
heimer, 12.5; from points on the Little 
Rock branch, 13.5; from Rob Roy to 
and including Clio, 12.5; from Clio to 
and including Finn, 13.5; from Finn 
to and including Frostville, on the 
Shreveport branch, 14 cents; from 
other stations on the Shreveport 
branch, 15 cents, and from main line 
points south of Lewisville, 14 cents; 
Jan 14, p 73. 

Memphis Freight Bureau et al vs St 
Louis & San Francisco et al (3663), 
21 I C C Rep, 113. This complaint 
puts in issue the reasonableness of 
rates on plate and rough-ribbed glass 
from St. Louis, Valley Park and 
Crystal City, Mo., to Memphis, Tenn. 
Valley Park is 18 miles west, Crystal 
City, 40 miles south of St. Louis. All 
three points take the same rates to 
Memphis. Under Southern Classifica- 
tion, plate glass, all sizes, takes a 
earload rating of third class, while 
window and rough-ribbed are fifth. 
The rates to Memphis are 45 and 30 
cents. Rough-ribbed glass, not ex- 
ceeding one foot square, takes a rate 
of 23 cents. Complainants attack both 
the 45 and 30-cent rates. Reparation 
is asked. It develops that the princi- 
pal competition Memphis has to meet 
is at St. Louis, Mo., Chicago, IL, and 
Louisville, Ky. Memphis, selling plate 
glass L C L at Texas common points, 
must pay a rate of $1.37, which, added 
to the C L rate from St. Louis, makes 
a total of $1.82. St. Louis puts the 
same glass into Texas common points 
from Valley Park for $1.50. Mem- 
phis, however, is a considerable dis- 
tance off the direct St. Luuis-Texas 
common points line. St. Louis puts 
plate glass, L. C L, from Valley Park 
into Little Rock, Ark., for $1.03; Mem- 
phis must pay $1.15 to place St. Louis 
glass in the same market. Louis- 
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ville, drawing glass from Alexandria, 
Ind., can put it in L C L lots into 
Jackson, Miss., for $1.12; Memphis, on 
Crystal City glass, pays $1418. On 
glass taking third class rates, how- 
ever, both cities are on a practical 
equality. On shipments to Vicksburg, 
Miss., the advantage, as between 
Memphis and Louisville, lies with the 
former. But the disadvantages of 
Memphis arise more from location 
than an unreasonable prejudice. Con- 
sidering the rate of 45 cents per se, 
and comparing it with rates in other 
classifications, the Commission, upon 
the facts of record, finds that it 
should be rated at not to exceed 
fourth class. The Commission is un- 
able to find that the 30-cent rate on 
rough-ribbed glass is unreasonable; 
June 17, p 1083. 


Meridian Fertilizer Factory vs Vicks- 


burg, Shreveport & Pacific et al 
(3614), 20 I C C Rep, 554. Complain- 
ant here puts in issue the reasonable- 
ness of rates on commercial fertilizer 
from Shreveport, La., to Hamburg 
and Crossett, Ark.; the rates charged 
were 12% and 16 cents, respectively; 
the distances, 152 and 149 miles. From 
Memphis, Tenn., to the same points, 
distances of 218 and 230 miles, the St 
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
maintains a rate of 13 cents, which 
includes the absorption of a 1%-cent 
bridge toll. At the hearing, defend- 
ant offered to establish a 12%-cent 
rate to both points. From the facts 
of record, as well as consideration 
previously given fertilizer rates in 
this section of the country, vide Vir- 
ginia-Carolina Chemical Co vs St L 
S W et al, 16 I C C Rep, 49, and same 
vs St LIM & S, 18 I C C Rep, 1, 
and same vs St L & §S F, ib., 5, and 
same vs C RI & P, ib., 31, it is held 
that rate to both Crossett and Ham- 
burg should not exceed 11 cents, car- 
load minimum of 30,000 pounds; April 
22, p 727. 


Miller & Lux, Inc, vs Southern Pacific 


et al (3197), 20 I C C Rep, 129. 
Through inadvertence, released valua- 
tion of $10 per head was not written 
into live stock contract covering a 
shipment of 692 cattle from El Paso, 
Tex., to Bakersfield, Cal., and rates 
based upon a $30 valuation were 
charged. Meld, That in view of the 
fact that it was the intention of the 
parties to write in the released valu- 
ation, this inadvertence should not 
operate to deprive the complainant of 
the lower rate; reparation awarded 
for excess charges; Feb 24, p 295. 


Millinery Jobbers’ Association vs Amer- 


ican Express Co et al (2917), 20I C C 
Rep, 498. During the year 1896, whole- 
sale milliners commenced to use what 
are known as pulp or corrugated pa- 
per cartons, in contradistinction to 
pasteboard or strawboard boxes. The 
record shows that these make sub- 
stantial and convenient packing 
boxes and are regarded with favor by 
the carriers; they also present certain 
economical appeals to the shipper. 
For many years millinery has been 
accepted by the express companies at 
regular merchandise rates on actual 
weight of shipments, regardless of 
bulk. During 1906, however, defend- 
ants published rules requiring appli- 
cation of minimum weights on ship- 
ments in bulk or corrugated cartons, 
exceeding certain specified dimensions, 
unless also crated or boxed. No minima 
were fixed for shipments in wooden 
crates or boxes. Pasteboard boxes 
and pulp cartons of light weight but 
extreme size were legislated against 
at the same time by rules forbidding 
the acceptance of ordinary pasteboard 
and strawboard boxes, not crated, and 
exceeding 50 inches in exterior di- 
mensions on pasteboard boxes, and 
90 on corrugated paper cartons. These 
same rules also fixed 110 inches as 
the maximum that would be accepted, 
even when crated. This limitation 
means the aggregate inches of exte- 
rior length, width and depth. Prior to 
1906, complainants had never shipped 
feathers, hats or the like in paper 
containers, but shortly after the rules 
were promulgated they began to make 
shipments of light and bulky articles in 
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thin pasteboard boxes, lightly crated, 


These took actual weight. 


As a re. 


that defe 


Not over 50 
Over 50, not over 70.Actl. wt. Refused. 


sult, claims grew apace. In order to 
avoid this, defendants in 1909 adopteq 
the provisions for acceptances which 
follow: 

Ordinary Strawboard or Paper Boxes, 

Not 

Crated. crated, 
Seebs cur des Actl. wt. Actl. wt. 


Exter. dimns., ins, 






Over 
Over 
Over 
Over 
Over 
Over 


70, 
75, 
80, 
90, 
100, 


not over 7b. 
not over 80. 
not over 90. 
not over 100. 
not over 110. 


In Corrugated Paper 


Exter. dimns., ins. 


Not over 50 


Over 
Over 
Over 
Over 
Over 


50, 
70, 
75, 
80, 
90, 


not over 75 
not over 80. 
not over 90. 
not over 100. 


30 Ibs. 
40 lbs. 
50 lbs. 
60 lbs. 
70 Ibs. 


Refused, 
Refused. 
Refused. 
Refused. 
Refused. 


Refused. Refused. 


or Pulp 
Crated. 


Actl. wt. 
-Actl. wt. Actl. wt. 
-Actl. wt. 
Actl. wt. 
Actl. wt. 
ActlL wt. 


Cartons. 
Not 

crated. 

Actl. wt 


30 Ibs. 
40 Ibs. 
50 lbs. 
Refused. 


Moore, 


Over 100, not over 110.Actl. wt. Refused. 
QW TER ce ca Sete 8 Refused. Refused. 


The minimum weights here seem, in 
the ordinary course of business, to 
exceed the actual weight of the ship- 
ments in the containers of the sizes 
specified, but it seems to be agreed 
that the cost of wooden boxes and 
crates more than absorbs the _differ- 
ence between actual weight charges 
and minimum. In other words, un- 
crated shipments at minimum cost 
less than crated at actual weight. 
The record shows that the heavy 
claims for loss and damage come from 
shipments in ordinary strawboard and 
pasteboard. The Commission sees no 
ground for changing rules with re- 
spect to those shipments. With the 
regulations on corrugated and pulp 
eartons, however, the Commission is 
not satisfied. The latter shipments 
are not improved in point of safety 
or convenience in handling by being 
crated. Without changing the re- 
quirements and limitations as _ to 
measurements, the Commission orders 
that cases over 70 and not over 90 
inches, uncrated, should be taken at 
actual weight; April 15, p 642. 


Minds, James H., and Julia A. Matz vs 


Pennsylvania (1136), and James H. 
Minds, Surviving Partner, etc. vs. 
same (1137); see “‘Bulah Coal Co vs 
same,”’ ante. 


Minneapolis Threshing Machine Co vs 


Chicago, Milwaukee & St Paul et al 
(2968), 21 I C C Rep, 181. On July 27, 
1908, complainant ordered from the 
St Paul at Hopkins, Minn., one 50-foot 
flat car for the transportation of a 
shipment of threshing machinery, 
weighing 19,776 pounds, to Payson, 
Utah. Unable to furnish the car or- 
dered, defendants set out two smaller 
flat cars; total charges were collected 
on a minimum of 20,000 pounds for 
each car; had a 50-foot car been fur- 
nished, a 20,000 minimum would also 
have governed, but the shipment could 
have been loaded on one car. On 
Aug 6, 1908, complainant ordered a 
50-foot flat car for a shipment of 
agricultural implement machinery 
weighing 21,056 pounds, for transpor- 
tation to Ogden, Utah. Again two 
smaller cars were set out. Charges 
were assessed on the first car at car- 
load rates on a minimum of 20,000; 
9,400 pounds on the second was as- 
sessed at L C L rates; the total 
charge was $499.10; had a 50-foot car 
been furnished, the charges would 
have been $263.20. It was contended 
by defendants that the two-for-one 
rule did not apply to flat cars, although 
since then the tariffs have been cor- 
rected so as to make the rule appli- 
cable to this class of equipment. Rep- 
aration awarded, but inasmuch as the 
two-for-one rule now applies on flat 
cars, no order is entered for the fu- 
ture; June 24, p 1131. 

Wm. J., vs New York & Long 
Branch (3701), 20 I C C Rep, 557. 
Defendant has on file a tariff provid- 
ing that refund on commutation tick- 
ets lost will be made only when the 
lost ticket is found and returned to 
the proper officer of the issuing com- 
pany. The form of the ticket is such 
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that defendant can readily protect 
itself against the fraudulent use 
thereof; the purchaser’s name appears - 
on the inside cover of the commuta- 
tion book and on the coupon which 
is surrendered for the first trip, and 
upon each coupon is stamped the 
number of the book. There are many 
eases where the recovery of a lost 
ticket is impossible, and when the 
passenger Satisffes all other condi- 
tions as to proof of ownership and 
identity, as appeared in this case, there 
is no sound reason for the rule in ques- 
tion. It is discriminatory, and there- 
fore unlawful. Reparation awarded 
complainant for purchase price of 
commutation ticket between North 
Asbury Park, N. J., and New York 
re less coupons used; April 22, 
p 725. 


Morrell, John, & Co vs Chicago, Bur- 


lington & Quincy et al (3160), 201 CC 
Rep, 400. On tankage, a fertilizer 
material, the defendant lines formerly 
had a proportional rate of $2.80 per 
ton from Ottumwa, Ia., to the Ohio 
River, applying on movements to the 
southeast; while the proportional rate 
from Kansas City to the Ohio River 
was and is $2.20 per ton, that being a 
compelled rate to meet competition 
through Memphis. The defendants 
later reduced their proportional from 
Ottumwa to $2.20. Reparation on 
shipments moving under the $2.80 rate 
from Ottumwa denied and complaint 
dismissed; March 18, p 466. 


Mountain Ice Co et al vs Delaware, 


Lackawanna & Western (1529); same 
vs Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 
et al (1549); Mountain Ice Co et al 
vs Erie (1631); same vs Erie et al 
(1632), 21 I C C Rep, 45. All of these 
cases now stand for disposition upon 
prayer for reparation; the rates them- 
selves were considered in 15 I C C 
Rep, 305 and 17 ib., 447. The original 
complaints were filed in April, May 
and July, 1908. The language of all 
the complaints with respect to repa- 
ration was as follows: “This peti- 
tion is presented upon behalf of the 
complainants and such other persons, 
firms or corporations as may here- 
after by proper petition become par- 
ties in interest to this suit, and the 
complainants reserve the right to 
show damages and to demand repara- 
tion at any time thereafter, to which 
any of them, or interveners in this 
action, may be entitled under the law.”’ 
The prayer, however, makes no allu- 
sion to reparation or damages. The 
Commission is of the opinion that this 
averment cannot be considered a 
claim for reparation. On Nov 6, 1908, 
a supplemental petition was filed in 
each case by the Mountain Ice Com- 
pany alone; this petition is by its 
terms supplemental to the original pe- 
titions and avers that complainants 
have shipped large quantities of ice 
upon which unreasonable rates have 
been paid; the points of origin are 
definitely stated, the points of desti- 
nation are said to be upon defendants’ 
lines; the allegation is made that 
freight has been paid by complain- 
ants; further statement was made 
that a detailed statement of excessive 
charges would be filed. Taking this 
supplemental petition in connection 
with the original complaints, we have 
a claim for reparation sufficent to stop 
the running of the statute of limita- 
tions. True, the amount claimed is not 
stated, nor the shipments set forth, 
but the original complaint clearly 
sets out the rates in controversy and 
what the complainants contended were 
reasonable rates, so that both Com- 
mission and carriers were fully ad- 
vised as to what complainants claimed 
in the way of reparation. The final 
decision in this case was not made 
until Jan 3, 1910. Until that time, 
neither defendants nor complainants 
could know the amount of reparation. 
To require complainants to set forth 
in detail their claim would simply 
have meant that they would have to 
have filed a statement on every car 
of ice shipped. That would have 
profited no one. With the exception 
of one consignee, all ice was sold f. 
o. b. destination by the Mountain 


Murphy Bros vs New York Central & 


Muse Brothers Co vs Chicago, Rock Is- 


“ 
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Iee Company; the ice of the other 
companies was sold f. o. b. point of 
origin, but consignees have filed in- 
tervening petitions asking for repara- 
tion. With respect to all petitions, 
reparation is granted with respect to 
shipments to points set forth in final 
order of the Commission, supra, and 
to strictly intermediate points to 
which rates have since been reduced 
to conform to terminal rates named 
by Commission for shipments moving 
two years prior to dates of various 
supplemental and intervening peti- 
tions; June 3, p 996. 


Hudson River (2398 and 3615); Kolly- 
rite Trucking Co vs Pennsylvania 
(3519), 21 I C C Rep, 176. In New 
York Hay & Grain Assn vs P R R Co, 
14 I GC C Rep, 178, the Commission 
considered the question of track stor- 
age charges at New York, N. Y., and 
prescribed reasonable rates therefor. 
In Murphy Bros, complaint No 2398, 
17 I C C Rep, 457, the Commission 
held that the assessment of demur- 
rage charges when weather conditions 
interfered with loading or unloading 
was unjust. Here the Commission is 
asked to pass upon the assessment of 
track storage charges under similar 
conditions of weather interference. 
The Commission is of the opinion that 
where weather conditions cause a 
waiver of demurrage charges, track 
storage charges should also be waived. 
Reparation allowed; June 24, p 1130. 


land & Pacific (3498), 20 I C C Rep, 
235. Complaint is here made that an 
unreasonable rate of 82 cents was 
assessed on four cases and five boxes 
of cotton fabrics shipped from Mem- 
phis, Tenn., to Junction City, Ark. It 
is alleged that a commodity rate of 58 
cents was applicable. This commod- 
ity rate, covering some 34 items, was 
governed by the following provision: 
“Cotton factory products as shown 
below, any quantity: Any of the fol- 
lowing-named articles, made wholly 
of cotton, when specific names of 
articles are plainly marked on outside 
of packages, and stated in shipping 
receipt or bill of lading (marking or 
describing packages as containing 
‘cotton factory products’ will not be 
sufficient).’’ No bill of lading was pre- 
sented at the hearing and the freight 
bill showed the shipment simply as 
“cotton fabrics.’”” Witness for com- 
plainant was unable to state whether 
goods were those specified in tariff. 
Counsel for the carrier states that the 
commodity is intended to apply only 
to coarser and cheaper cotton factory 
products and that the tariff require- 
ment is for the protection of the car- 
rier. Complainant assails the rule as 
unreasonable. The rule does not ap- 
pear to the Commission unreasonable 
or discriminatory. Complaint dis- 
missed; Mareh 11, p 442. 


National Association of Letter Carriers 
vs Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe et al 
(3210), 20 I C C Rep, 6. Defendants 
tendered in their tariffs special re- 
duced round-trip fares on the certifi- 
cate plan in connection with conven- 
tion of complainant, such reduced 
fares being conditioned upon the pres- 
entation of 1,000 or more certificates; 
less than 1,000 certificates were avail- 
able for vise and therefore reduced 
fare for return trip was denied; Held, 
That the tariff provisions are binding 
and must control. Complaint dis- 
missed; Jan 7, p 13. 

National League of Commission Mer- 
chants of the United States vs Atlan- 
tic Coast Line et al (3378), 20 I C C 
Rep, 132. Complaint is here made of 
alleged unreasonable rates on vege- 
tables from the Charleston, S. C., dis- 
trict to Buffalo, N. Y., and Pittsburg, 
Pa. Just prior to the opening of the 
shipping season in 1910, rates were 
changed in the following fashion: 


—Potatoes.— 

Old New 

Rate. Rate. 

From— Cents. Cents. 
Charleston to Buffalo.... 39 50 

Charleston to Pittsburg.. 38.4 49.2 
Meggetts to Buffalo...... 39 50 


Meggetts to Pittsburg.... 38.4 49.2 
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—Cabbage.— 

Oid New 

Rate. Rate. 

From— Cents. Cents. 
Charleston to Buffalo.... 54 65.8 
Charleston to Pittsburg... 53.4 64.2 
Meggetts to Buffalo...... 54.2 65.8 
Meggetts to Pittsburg.... 53.4 64.2 
Vegetables, 

Old New 

Rate. Rate, 

From— Cents. Cents. 


Charleston to Buffalo.... 64.7 84 
Charleston to Pittsburg... 63.5 80 
Meggetts to Buffalo...... 64.7 84 
Meggetts to Pittsburg.... 63.5 80 
Complainant avers that because of 
these changes shipments to Buffalo 
and Pittsburg were largely dimin- 
ished. Defendants retort that the 
acreage of cabbage in the district was 
less in 1910 than in 1909 and that that 
is the reason of the falling off in 
traffic. After the close of the season 
defendants reduced their rates to the 
following: 


Vege- 
—— A a et 
oes. e. N.O.S. 
From— Cts. Cts, Cts. 
Charleston to Buffalo 38 56 72 
Charleston to Pittsb’g 34 54 68 
Meggetts to Buffalo... 44 60 80 
Meggetts to Pittsburg 38 58 76 
These figures are somewhat lower 
than the combination on Baltimore, 
Md.; the former were higher. De- 
fendants urge that reparation should 
be denied in this case and that, if 
granted, the Baltimore combination 
should be its measure. Complainants 
demand reparation on the rates here- 
inbefore quoted and insist that 
charges higher be declared unreason- 
able. The tariffs in effect prior to 
the opening of the shipping season of 
1910 and the advanced schedules 
complained of named through rates 
from branch line points higher than 
the Charleston rates; rates from 
branch-line points to the Ohio River 
are higher than from Charleston, but 
the same relative difference has not 
been observed in rates to Buffalo and 
Pittsburg. Prior to the season of 1910, 
through rates applied via the Vir- 
ginia gateways and were practically 
combinations on the Ohio River. 
Upon the whole record the Commis- 
sion is unable to find sufficient justi- 
fication of the advances complained. 
Held, That rates charged during sea- 
son of 1910 were unjust to the extent 
that they exceeded the Baltimore 
combination, viz.: 
Rates in Cents per 100 Pounds. 


Vege- 
Pota- Cab- tables. 
toes. bage. N.O.S., 
Cents. Cents. Cents. 
Buffalo ...... 44.1 59.3 73 
Pittsburg ... 43.1 58.3 72 


and that the carload rates charged 
from Charleston district branch-line 
points, after April 1, 1910, were un- 
reasonable to the extent that they ex- 
ceeded the said Charleston rates made 
in combination on Baltimore plus the 
following differentials in cents per 100 
pounds: From Meggetts, Wadmalaw 
River and Yonges Island, potatoes, 2; 
cabbage, 2.5; vegetables, n o s, 8: 
from St. Andrews, potatoes, 2; cab- 
bage, 2.5; vegetables, no s, 4. Rep- 
aration awarded on this basis; March 
4, p 389. 

National Refining Co vs Cleveland, Cin- 
cinnati, Chicago & St Louis. (3528), 
20 I C C Rep, 649. The reasonable- 
ness of a rate of 13%c on petroleum 
and products from Flat Rock, IIL, to 
Findlay, O., is here at issue; the es- 
tablishment of a rate of 10¢c on crude 
petroleum is asked. Complainant al- 
leges that because of the exhaustion 
of the supply of crude oil near Find- 
lay it will be unable to sell the refined 
product in competition with other pro 
refineries. But this situation fur- 
nishes no reduction for a rate if it be 
reasonable; no legal obligation rests 
upon the carriers to counteract a nat- 
ural condition by a reduction in 
freight rates. Complaint is also made 
because the rate in question applies 
on refined products. While it is gen- 
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erally true that raw material takes 
a lower rate than the finished article, 
there are certain well-defined excep- 
tions, such as wheat and flour. For 
many years the Official Classification 
has given petroleum and products the 
some rating and the Commission is not 
now prepared to order a departure 
from this practice. Neither are thé 
rate comparisons submitted by cojn- 
plainant persuasive of the unreason- 
ableness of the 13%-cent rate; as a 
matter of fact they in every case pro- 
duce a higher per ton per mile revenue 


than the rate complained of. The 
Commission, in National Petroleum 
Assn vs Ann Arbor et al, 12 I C C 


Rep, 272, found that petroleum and 
product rates in C F A territory were 
90 per cent of the fifth-class rate and 
suggested the same basis in Trunk 
Line territory. In the present in- 
stance the rate complained of is even 
less than 90 per cent. Complaint dis- 
missed; May 20, p 895. 


National Refrigerator & Butcher Sup- 


ply Co vs Illinois Central et al (3205), 
20 I C C Rep, 64. On July 30, 1908, 
complainant shipped one barrel of 
sausage casings, rail-and-water, from 
Milwaukee, Wis., to Memphis, Tenn., 
upon which a class rate of 59 cents 
Was assessed. A 31-cent rate applies 
on packinghouse products, including 
casings pickled, canned or smoked, 
but complainant was unable to furnish 
testimony as to whether its shipment 
fell within this description. The ciaim 
for refund is therefore denied. (2) 
Feb 26, 1909, it shipped six, and May 
5, 1909, five boxes of warehouse scales 
from Northville, Mich., to Memphis, 
upon which a rate of 82.5 cents was 
collected. Defendants admit this was 
an overcharge and that the correct 
rate was 70 cents. Refund of the 
overcharge is therefore ordered. (3) 
On March 20, 1908, complainant 
shipped a box of hardware from 
Cleveland, O., to Memphis, upon 
which it paid a rate of $1.09, when 
the lawful rate was 70 cents. Rep- 
aration is accordingly awarded. The 
Commission takes occasion to remark 
that claims of this character, i e, 
straight overcharges, should never 
have to be brought to it, and an- 
nounces that in the future, where it 
appears that a carrier wilfully has 
required the payment of an illegal 
amount or has refused to make 
prompt restitution when the error has 
been called to its attention, the Com- 
mission will proceed against such car- 
Tier in the courts; Jan 21, p 123. 


Nebraska Material Co vs Chicago, Bur- 


lington & Quincy et al (3154), 201 C 
C Rep, 89. Complaint is here made 
because the rate on common brick 
from Mound Valley, Kan., to Tecum- 
seh, Neb., in effect during March and 
April, 1908, was 12 cents and ex- 
ceeded the rate of 8 cents from 
Mound Valley to Lincoln, Neb. Te- 
cumseh is a local point on the Bur- 
lington 48 miles southeast of Lincoln. 
Traffic to Lincoln, via the Burlington 
and Frisco lines, passes through Te- 
cumseh. The 8-cent rate has since 
been canceled and a rate of 11 cents 
is in effect. Defendants assert the 
Tecumseh rate is reasonable and that 
the Lincoln rate is competitive. The 
Commission is unable to find the 12- 
cent rate unreasonable and the com- 
~ is therefore dismissed; Feb 14, 
Dp ; 


New Orleans Board of Trade Ltd vs 


Southern Pacific et al (3012): See 
“Lawrence-Wardenburg Company vs 
Southern Pacific et al (2730),” ante. 


New York Produce Exchange vs New 


York Central & Hudson River et al 
(3319): Heard and decided with 
“Board of Trade of the City of Chi- 
cago vs Atlantic City et al (3575),” 


qa Vv. 
Noble, Wm. K., vs Detroit & Toledo 


Shore Short Line et al (3261), 201 C 
C Rep, 60. Complainant asks repara- 
tion on one carload of coiled elm 
hoops from Newport, Mich., to New 
York City, based on incorrect weight. 
Defendants’ weighmaster’s certificate 
shows a weight of 66,000 pounds, but 
complainant contends that the weight 
did not exceed 56,000 pounds, based 


Noble, 


Noble, Wm. K., 


Noble, 
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upon estimated weight of 475 pounds 
per 1,000 hoops; Heid, That the set- 
ondary evidence introduced by com- 
plainant was not sufficient to establish 
that this shipment was not properly 
and accurately scaled; Jan 14, p 82. 
Wm. K., vs St Louis South- 
western et al (3357), 20 I C C Rep, 
62. Complainant here puts in issue 
the weight and rate charged on a 
shipment of coiled elm hoops from 
Bell City, Mo., to Jacksonville, Fia., 
Oct 11, 1907. Defendants admitted 
overcharge as to rate, thereby elim- 
inated that question. Shipment was 
weighed as 25,100 net at Dexter, Mo.; 
at Jacksonville it was reweighed by 
the Southern Weighing and Inspec- 
tion Bureau and 24,600 net reported. 
Upon the facts as they appear in this 
ease it is decided that the Dexter 
weight should hold and charges be 
assessed on that basis. Reparation 
awarded; Jan 14, p 83. 


Noble, Wm. K., vs Grand Trunk West- 


ern et al (3155), 20 I C C Rep, 70. 
Complainant asks reparation on ship- 
ment of coiled elm hoops, from Mount 


Clemens, Mich., via Norfolk, Va., to 
Ripplemead, Va., on a combination 
rate of 26 cents per 100 pounds. 


Subsequently a specific rate from 
Mount Clemens to Norfolk was pub- 
lished. Reparation is demanded on 
the basis of the resulting Ripple- 
mead rate of 21% cents; Held, That 
as the later tariffs could not be used 
until the Commission’s tariff rules 
had been: complied with, there is no 
basis for an order of reparation. Such 
order should be made upon affirma- 
tive evidence that the rate complained 
of is unreasonable or- unjustly dis- 
criminatory, which does not appear in 
this case; Jan 14, p 8l, 

vs Baltimore & Ohio 
et al (3221), 20 I C C Rep, 72. On 
June 12, 1909, demand was made on 
the agent of the B. & O. at Creston, 
O., for a 34-foot car for a shipment 
of coiled elm hoops for carriage from 
Creston to Windsor Shades, Va. The 
shipment weighed 20,100 pounds; the 


minimum for a 34-foot car was 24,000. | 


Unable to secure the car ordered, and 
the shipment requiring prompt move- 
ment, complainant, on June 18, was 
compelled to use a 36-foot car to 
which was applicable a 30-000-pound 
minimum. Reparation is asked for the 
charges paid on this excess 6,000 
pounds. Rule 66 of Tariff Circular 
17-A contains the Commission’s notice 
that the carriers should make pro- 
vision for applying the minimum on 
the car ordered when carrier, for its 
own convenience, furnishes one of a 
larger size, but tariffs of the defend- 
ant Baltimore & Ohio contained no 
such rule; further, defendant asserts 
that complainant virtually withdrew 
his request by the acceptance of the 
larger car. The question at issue 
becomes whether the car ordered was 
promptly furnished. A 34-foot car ar- 
rived in Creston the day after the 
shipment moved; it also appeared 
that the agent had made daily re- 
quests for such a car up till the date 
of movement and that the shipper had 
accepted the larger car only when 
informed that it was the only avail- 
able equipment. The Commission holds 
that the car was not promptly fur- 
nished within the meaning of the rule 
referred to. The Commission is of 
the opinion that a rule along the lines 
stated should be established by the 
defendants and reparation is awarded 
as prayed for; Jan 21, p 125. 


Wm. K., vs Jonesboro, Lake 
City & Bastern et al (3542), 201 C C 
Rep, 520. Reparation is here asked 
because of the assessment of alleged 
unreasonable rates on a shipment of 
staves from Monette, Ark., to Jack- 
son, Miss.; misrouting is charged. 
The shipment was originally consigned 
to Bement, IJl., and routed on the 
original bili of lading via the Wabash 
at St. Louis. The agent of the Wa- 
bash at that time was mailed the bill 
of lading by complainant, with in- 
structions to reconsign to Jackson, 
and these instructions were trans- 
mitted to the local agents of the Wa- 
bash at Bement and East St. Louis, 
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Il, The St. Louis & San Francisco 
an intermediate carrier, ignored rout. 
ing instructions and delivered the 
shipment to the Chicago & Eastern 
Illincis at Thebes; the C & EI hauleg 
it to Altamont and turned it over to 
the Wabash for terminal delivery. 
When complainant heard of the ar. 
rival of the car at Bement he had it 
forwarded to Jackson. A combina- 
tion of 36% cents on Bement was 
charged. Shipments moving over the 
Wabash from St. Louis to Bement 
were entitled to certain reconsign- 
ment privileges under which com- 
plainant might have made shipment to 
Jackson on a combination of 28 cents 
It is therefore clear that the Frisco 
was guilty of misrouting and repara- 
tion will be awarded complainant 
against that carrier. This road, 
however, raises the question of 
jurisdiction and relies strongly on 
the decision in Blume _ vs_ Wells, 
Fargo & Co, 15 I C C Rep, 53, on 
which the Commission refused to 
take jurisdiction over breaches of duty 
by common carriers resulting in the 
loss or damage of property in transit 
and the failure to make prompt de- 
liveries. But the Act to regulate com- 
merce confers upon this Commission 
jurisdiction over a complaint for the 
recovery of a damage resulting from 
misrouting a shipment where such 
damage arises from a rate or charge 
in excess of the lawful rate or charge 
that would have applied via the route 
over which the shipment properly 
should have moved, or movement over 
which was specifically directed by the 
shipper; April 22, p 728. 





Northwestern Leather Co vs Oregon 


Railroad & Navigation Co et al (2523); 
same vs Southern Pacific et al (2524), 
21 I C C Rep, 66. Allegation is made 
in 2523 that rates of $1.30 and 85 
on dry and green hides, respectively, 
from Portiand, Ore., to Manistique 
and Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., are un- 
reasonable. These rates constituted 
an advance of ten cents over charges 
in effect prior to Jan 1, 1909; prior to 
this hearing the old rates were re- 
stored. This is satisfactory to the 
complainant and this complaint will 
be accordingly dismissed. In No 2524 
it is alleged that rates of $1.30 and 
$1 from San Francisco and Los An- 
geles, Cal., to the same Michigan 
points are excessive. Prior to Jan 1, 
1909, these rates were also ten cents 
less. These are blanket rates and it 
seems to be complainant’s theory that 
it should not pay as much for the 
shorter haul to Michigan as is charged 
to points like New York and Boston 
But no reason is disclosed for dis- 
turbing the blanket. If the rates to 
Manistique are reasonable there is no 
violation in extending them farther 
east. It was testified by defendants 
that the lower rates on green hides 
were made to meet water competition 
in a combination on Seattle; that the 
rates entering this combination, both 
rail and water, were advanced in 1909 
and that the carriers then felt they 
could meet the competition at the 
higher rate, although the all-rail rate, 
Seattle to destination, was later de- 
creased, making the combination on 
green hides via the rail-and-water 
route 974%c. Dry hides load lighter 
and the earnings at the higher rate 
are less per car than on green hides. 
The advanced rates on green hides 
yield per ton per mile revenues of 7.5 
and 7.3 mills from San Francisco and 
Los Angeles, respectively. Held, That 
rates are not unreasonable; complaint 
dismissed; June 3, p 1003. 


Nucoa Butter Co vs Erie et al (3296), 


20 I C C Rep, 174. Complainant re- 
fines a cocoanut oil and ships a pure 
cocoanut oleine under the trade name 
of Nucoline, and a pure stearine 
known by the trade name of Nucoa 
Butter. Nucoline is rated third class, 
Official Classification, L C L, and 
fifth, C L; Nucoa Butter takes sec- 
ond-class rates, L C L, and third, 
C L. Neither product has a distinct 
rating, being classed respectively with 
cocoanut oil and cocoa butter substi- 
tutes. Complainant asks that Nuco- 
line be rated with lard substitutes, 
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which would leave the C L rating 
unchanged, but reduce the L C L 
charges 20 per cent (R 26), and that 
Nucoa Butter be rated with cocoanut 
oil. The record discloses that Nuco- 
line competes mainly with lard and 
lard substitutes and it is held that 
the ratings should not be higher than 
these. The record discloses, however, 
no grounds for rating Nucoa Butter 
with cocoanut oil; it is not an oil; it 
is much higher priced, its actual use 
appears to be as a substitute for cocoa 
butter; March 4, p 384. 

O’Brien Commercial Co vs Chicago & 
Northwestern et al (2257)) (2257— 
Amendment No 1), 20 I C C Rep, 68. 
Complainant asks reparation on a 
shipment of furniture and framed wall 
looking-glasses, shipped in one car. 
from Rockford, Ill., to San Francisco, 
Cal. Charges were collected on the 
furniture on the minimum weight and 
on the looking-glasses at the actual 
weight, whereas complainant alleges 
that the charges should have been 
made on the actual weight of the en- 
tire shipment. Transcontinental Tar- 
iff I C C No 375, in effect at time 
shipment moved, under commodity 
ratings not subject to Western Classi- 
fication named a rate of $2.20 on fur- 
niture (new), all kinds, 12,000 pounds 
minimum; the same tariff named a 
rate of $2 on looking-glasses, framed, 
not over three feet long, when in 
L C L lots, and $1.25 in C L quanti- 
ties, with a 24,000 minimum. The 
tariff also prohibited mixtures at car- 
load rates unless specifically provided 
for. The Western Classification pro- 
vided: ‘Mirrors and looking-glasses, 
framed or unframed, and slabs (mar- 
ble, slate or stone), for furniture, 
boxed or crated, may be loaded in 
mixed carload with article of furniture 
of which they form a part, at the 
earload rating for such furniture. 
Glass forming an integral part of 
bureaus, dressing cases, hatracks, 
sideboards and folding beds may be 
rated the same as the article of which 
it is a part. Held, That as the look- 
ing-glasses were not to be used in 


connection with the furniture, the | 
provisions in the tariffs were prop- | 


erly applied and that the complaint 
should be dismissed; Jan 14, p 81. 


Ogden, F. D., vs Southern Pacfiic et al 
(3011): See “Lawrence-Wardenburg | 


Co vs Southern Pacific et al (2730),” 
ante. 


Ohio Face Brick Manufacturers’ Assn 


vs Adams Express Co et al (3493), 20 
ICC Rep, 582. For many years prior 
to 1896 samples of brick and terra 
cotta were carried by defendants at 
regular merchandise rates, with 2 
minimum charge of 30c; about 1897 
the minimum charge was increased to 
85c, the rate remaining the same, In 
1898 the graduated charges under base 
rates, ranging from 40c to $6 per 
hundred pounds, were materially in- 
creased. In 1902 the rates on sample 
brick were advanced from merchan- 
dise pound rates to the merchandise 
graduated charges. The defense of 
the present rates is rested iargely 
upon the value of the service to the 
manufacturers; defendants assert 
that the principle means of adver- 
tising the brick business is by send- 
ing out samples and that the express 
charges are insignificant with the 
value of the service in this respect. 
The brick manufacturers are almost 
wholly dependent upon the defendants 
for the handling of their samples. The 
weight bars them frem the mails; the 
slower time, in most instances, pre- 
cludes the employment of freight serv- 
ice. The conditions are such that the 
defendants have no serious competi- 
tion for the business. The service 
given these sample bricks is similar 
to that given ordinary shipments; 
there are no special features in con- 
nection therewith that would raise the 
cost ahove the average; only ordinary 
eare is required in handling, while 
with respect to the relation between 
weight and bulk, conditions are in 
favor of the brick. All shipments are 
prepaid. Damages are a negligible 
factor. Upon the whole record the 
Commission is of the opinion, and so 
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finds, that rates should not exceed 
merchandise pound rates with a mini- 
mum charge of 35c; April 29, p 774. 


Pacific Coast Biscuit Company vs Ore- 


gon Railroad & Navigation et al 
(3097), 20 I C C Rep, 178. A trans- 
continental tariff provided a rate of 
$1.20 on wax or gummed paper from 
Bennington, Vt., to Portland, Ore., 
and a 75-cent rate on wrapping paper, 
no s, released to a value of 5 cents 
per pound. Complainant made a ship- 
ment of paper slightly waxed with 
paraffine and, although such paper is 
sometimes used as an outside wrap- 
per, it is known to the trade as wax 
paper, Shipment was billed as wrap- 
ping paper, but set up at destination. 
Held, That having established a spe- 
cific rate on wax paper, defendants 
were compelled to apply that rate to 
all grades and qualities of wax paper, 
regardless of the use to which it 
might be put. Complaint dismissed; 
March 4, p 386. 


Pacific Coast Biscuit Co vs Spokane, 


Portland & Seattle et al (3135), 20 
I C C Rep, 546. The reasonableness 
of the charges on certain L C I ship- 
ments of peanut roasters from Peoria, 
Ill., to Portland, Ore., and Seattle, 
Wash., is here in issue. The ship- 
ments in question moved between 
October, 1908, and December, 1909; 
they were of three types, viz.: “‘Boss 
on Wheels,” “Celebrated Rival’ and 
‘““Nickle Mint.” The first is con- 
structed entirely of metal; the other 
two principally of metal, but with a 
glass case in a wooden frame. The 
glass :ase is readily detachable from 
the “Celebrated Rival,’ but not from 
the ‘“‘Nickle Mint.” As shipped, 
wheels, axles, springs and other de- 
tachable parts were removed and 
packed and crated separately from 
the body of the roasters. At tne tinie 
the first shipment moved, Western 
Classificaiion made the following pro- 
visions: ‘‘Roasters, peanut, including 
roasters mounted on wheels and pro- 
pelled either by hand or horse power: 
S U [set up]—not boxed or crated, 
3% times first class; boxed or crated, 
double first class. Completely K D 
{knocked down] and crated, first 
class.”” This was subsequently modi- 
fied to: ‘Roasters, peanut, including 
peanut roasters, corn poppers and 
candy wagons combined: 8S U [set 
up]—Not boxed or crated, 3% times 
first class; boxed or crated, 1% times 
first class. Completely K D [knocked 
down] and crated, first ciass.”” On 
the first shipment double first class 
was charged, or $6, on subsequent 
shipments, one and one-half times, 
or $4.50. Under the transcontinental 
tariffs in effect peanut roasters took 
class rates. Complainant contends 
that the shipments were conipletely 
k dad. “K @’ is not defined in the 
classification as applied to peatnut 
roasters and defendants are not in 
accord as to its proper interpretation. 
To fulfill the requirement contended 
for by some that articles completely 
knocked down must have all parts 
detached and packed flat world in 
some instances inean destruction cf 
the article. In other words, if the arti- 
cle be so manufactured that some cf 
its parts cannot be detached, while 
others may he, without iniury or de- 
struction to the article itself, ail the 
parts must be removed or the article 
cannot be regarded as completely 
k d and must be rated as set up: but 
it is not fair to promulgate as a basis 
for determining rates a classification 
that is indefinite or impracticable of 
application. Tariffs are to be con- 
strued according to their language, 
not the intention of their framers or 
the arbitrary practices of the carriers 
thereunder. Held, That first-class 
rates should have applied. Refund 
ordered; April 22, p 720. 


Parfrey, A. C., vs Chicago, Milwaukee 


& St Paul et al (3156), 20 I C C Rep, 
104. Complainant here attacks a rate 
of 24.5 cents on cheese boxes from 
Richland Center to Dodgeville, Wis. 
(via Illinois); at the time shipments 
moved there was an intrastate rate 
of 17.5 cents, which was fixed by the 
state railroad commission of Wiscon- 
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sin. The distance intrastate is 104, 
interstate 168 miles. Routing was as 
directed by the consignee. The de- 
fendants have since established the 
17.5-cent rate over the route ship- 
meni moved. The Commission is of 
the opinion that rate. at time of ship- 
ment, should not have exceeded 28.5 
cents. Reparation awarded on that 
basis; Fel 11, p 226. 


Peters, Joseph, vs Oregon Short Line 


et al (2910), 20 I C C Rep, 598. - Be- 
tween Sept 26, 1908, and Feb 11, 1909, 
complainant shipped 17 carloads of 
coal from Diamondville, Wyo., to An- 
aconda, Mont. The weights aggre- 
gated 1,665,200 pounds; the rate was 
$3.25 per ton. Complainant alleges 
that the weights were excessive. ‘The 
shipments were reweighed at destina- 
tion and a total shortage of 90,940 
pounds disclosed. This is undisputed, 
and the delivering carrier admits lia- 
bility. The initial carrier. however, 
denies liability, resting its defense 
upon a provision in its tariff that 
weights at initial point should govern 
and shipments should not be re- 
weighed. The provision that “ship- 
ments covered hy such waybills must 
not be reweighed”’ is unjust and con- 
stituted no valid defense in a case+ 
where the question at issue is the 
correct weight upon which charges ‘re 
to be assessed. Reparation awarded 
for excess charges; April 29, p 772. 


Platten Produce Co vs Kalamazoo, Lake 


Shore & Chicago et al (2992), 201 CC 
Rep, 543. In the original disposition 
of this case, 18 I C C Rep, 249, the 
Pere Marquette was found guilty of 
having misrouted a shipment of 
grapes moving from Paw Paw, Mich., 
to Green Bay, Wis., and reparation 
was Awarded against it. It appeared, 
upon rehearing, however, that routing 
was directed by the initial carrier. 
With respect to icing charges, it ap- 
pears that icing was Jone at com- 
plainant’s direction. While it appears 
that there was unusual de!2y in hand- 
ling the shipment, therciy probably 
increasing the icing expense, damages 
of this character are not cognizable 
by this Commission. It further ap- 
pears that there was a straight over- 
charge. The original order is there- 
fore modified so as to make award 
for misrouting run against the initial 
line and the overcharge refund egainst 
all lines, but refund of icing charges 
is denied; April 22, p 726, 


Racine-Sattley Co vs Chicago, Milwau- 


kee & St Paul et al (2965), 211ICC 
Rep, 164. In Dec. 1997, complainant 
shipped three carloads of iron cast- 
ings from Milwaukee, Wis., to Spring- 
field, Ill.; the tariff rate of 10c was 
charged. At the same time an 8-cent 
rate was in effect via other lines. 
On complaint, defendant admitted the 
unreasonableness of the higher rate 
and reparation was awarded and paid; 
defendants were also ordered to main- 
tain an 8-cent rate for two years from 
Nov 7, 1910. The St Paul filed a pe- 
tition for rehearing, alleging that, un- 
known to counsel, all lines had ad- 
vanced to 10c previous to the filing 
of the complaint and that that rate 
was reasonable. Rehearing was 
granted and the original order was 
stricken out. The Commission is now 
of the opinion that the rate as 
charged was excessive. The original] 
complaint did not ask for the estab- 
lishment of a future rate. Nearly 
four years have elapsed since the 
shipment. Inasmuch as the repara- 
tion has already been paid, no order 
is necessary in that respect, but it 
seems better to dismiss the complaint 
without expressing any opinion as to 
the reasonableness of the rate; June 
24, p 1132. 


Railroad Commission of Texas vs 


Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe et al 
(1675), 20 I C C Rep, 463. On March 
15, 1903, all classes and most of the 
commodity rates from St. Louis and 
Kansas City, Mo., to Texas common 
points were advanced, and the terri- 
tory basing on St. Louis was also 
affected. This advance was investi- 
gated by the Commission and a re- 
port, In re Class and Commodity 
Rates, 11 I C C Rep, 238, rendered in 
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which it was held that, while the ad- 
vances on the whole did not appear 
justified, the certainty of this was 
not sufficient to warrant the Commis- 
sion in ordering the restoration of the 
old rates. On August 10, 1908, the 
lines again made a general advance 
in class rates, ranging from 10 cents 
on first class to 4 on Class E. Ad- 
vances in many commodity rates 
were also made. Complaint against 
this advance, as well as the increase 
of 1903, was made the same day by 
the railroad commission of Texas, but 
the Commission is of the opinion that 
the advance of 1908 is the only sub- 
stantial issue before it. There is a 
difference of opinion as between com- 
plainant and various intervenors on 
its behalf and defendant as _ to 
whether class or commodity traffic 
constitutes the bulk of the Texas 
movement; former contended about 20 
per cent of the traffic moved on class 
rates, the railroads, about 7. It is 
assumed that the exact class tonnage 
lies somewhere between these figures. 
In the tariff of August 10, 1908, ad- 
vances were made in some 54 special 
commodity rates, reductions in 44 and 
12 were left unchanged. Defendants 
have filed statistics to show that be- 
tween March 31, 1903, and July 31, 
1908, out of total changes numbering 
2,399, 72 per cent were reductions in 
one series of tariffs; figures for other 
series work out with substantially 
similar results. Complainants attack 
these as failing to indicate the real 
effect of the changes. It may be 
said, however, that during the period 
referred to there was an apparent 
tendency to reduce commodity rates. 
Following the filing of this complaint 
there was also a substantial reduction 
in a number of commodity rates. 
The class rates from St. Louis to 
Texas common points before and after 
August 10, 1908, were as follows: 
OE bce cuevee 332 3 46 ABCDE 
Old Rate....137121104 96 75 79 70 58 46 39 
New Rate ..147 129 112 102 80 85 75 62 50 43 
This was an advance of: 
Class ...123 465 ABCD EB 
Advance .108 8 6 5 6 5 4 4 4 
The changes in 1903, as contrasted 
with the rates in effect prior to that 
time, showed the following: 
RE” cen eka poe 12 346ABCDE 
Rate of 1894..130113 97 90 70 74 65 54 43 39 
Rate of 1903..137 121 104 96 75 79 70 58 46 39 
Increase .. 7 8 7 65 5 5 4 3°0 
Of course, these advances carried with 
them increases on articles moving un- 
der exceptions to the classification. It 
is contended that the average advance 
on commodity rates was about the 
same as on classes. A number of 
heavy commodities, such as grain 
and products, live stock, lumber, coal, 
packinghouse products, sugar, glu- 
cose and canned goods, were not 
disturbed. Many of these rates could 
not be increased because still con- 
trolled by orders of the Commission 
in prior cases affecting Texas rates. 
Estimates as to the traffic affected 
varied; the railroads claimed between 
40 per cent and 60 per cent of the 
Texas interstate traffic was affected; 
complainants contended that not over 
§ per cent or 10 per cent of the total 
tonnage of any of the roads involved 
parties to the case was involved. 
Complainants alleged the increase 
would add $2,600,000 to the annual 
revenues of the carriers; the railroads 
asserted that it would mean from 
$650,000 to $2,500,000 per annum. The 
hearing proceeded upon the general 
theory that the question was whether 
the financial conditions of the car- 
riers warranted the increase. The 
reasonableness of specific rates was 
not looked into. Of the trunk lines 
involved, the Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas is probably the most typical 
‘and representative. On this line an 
increase in net operating revenue of 
17.88% per mile of line, 1909, over 1903, 
is found. The net operating revenue 
of this line is stated by complainant 
as being $2,485 per mile of line in 1909; 
this is substantially correct. Com- 
plainant figures that this gives a 6 
per cent return upon a hypothetical 
valuation of $41,417 per mile, and 5 on 
a valuation of $49,7(0. But this com- 





pilation takes no account of taxes, 
which run against a road whether in 
operation or not. After deducting 
this, and outside deficits, and hire of 
equipment expenses, the reduction of 
net revenues per mile to $2,161.19 
takes place, giving a 6 per cent re- 
turn on a $36,026 valuation per mile 
and 5 per cent on a $43,232. The 
earnings of the year available for 
rents, interest and dividends amounted 
to but 7 per cent on a valuation of 
$30,880. Taking the figures for the fiscal 
year of 1910, the Commission finds a 
net return per mile of $2,055.77, or 5 
per cent on $41,115, and 6 per cent on 
$34,263, and 7 per cent on but $29,- 
368.14. The net return for 1908 was 
somewhat less. The figures for 1909 
and i910 are, of course, worked out on 
a basis of the advanced rates. The 
engineer for the railroad commission 
of Texas declared that if valuations 
were made in 1909 they would run up- 
ward of $30,000 per mile for the M K 
& T. This estimate excluded sea- 
soning, but not’ unearned increment 
On property. In 1908 the road was as- 
sessed for taxing at a valuation of 
$31,085 per mile. In view of the more 
settled conditions in Kansas and Mis- 
souri the Commission does not doubt 
that a valuation of all this road’s 
lines on the Texas basis of to-day 
would give a system valuation in ex- 
cess of $30,003. From the data at 
hand the Commission concludes that 
the revenues of the majority of the 
defendants would yield materially less 
than 6 per cent on $30,000 as availa- 
ble for dividends and interest. Con- 
sidering the history and ignoring 
book and Capital values, the Com- 
mission, by eliminating apparent 
overcapitalizations and fictitious or 
excess values, arrives at what it terms 
the restated value of the system, be- 
ginning with the ‘market’ value in 
1892, one year after the reorganiza- 
tion of the system after receivership. 
This for 1910 it gives as $44,475.17 per 
mile for lines owned and an arbitrary 
assignment of $12,000 for leased lines. 
On that basis net earnings for 1910 
yielded 4.74 per cent and 5.15 per cent 
in 1909. This is on a basis that in- 
cluded certain permanent betterments 
charged to operating expenses; elim- 
inating these, the return on the re- 
stated value for 1910 will be 5.41 
per cent. This restated value accepts 
at par the securities of the roads ac- 
quired by the M K & T. Could actual 
cost be arrived at, it is fair to assume 
that the restated valuation would be 
somewhat less than here indicated. 
Excluding the Santa Fe and one or 
two other carriers enjoying a heavy 
revenue from other territories, it will 
be found that the returns to the 
remaining defendants on the restated 
valuation basis, even on the state 
commission railroad engineer basis, 
will be less than 6 per cent. On the 
whole, the defendant carriers seem 
not to have prospered as carriers in 
many other parts of the country nave 
prospered. Among the items that 
have specially affected the incomes of 
the carriers in this territory may be 
mentioned claims, the extension of 
the so-called common-point territory, 
both voiuntarily and upon order of 
this Commission; reductions in rates 
ordered by this Commission, increased 
taxes, increased expenses due to com- 
pliance with various state and na- 
tiona! regulatory laws and increases 
in the cost of labor and supplies. 
There have, too, been large increases 
in tonnage and some increase in effi- 
ciency, but in the final analysis the 
plaint of the carriers is the general] 
insufficiency of net returns. Com- 
plainant contends the advances are 
unreasonable and illogical, but, in 
view of the facts set forth, the Com- 
mission does not see how the ques- 
tion could have been handled other 
than it was; some rates could not be 
advanced because controlled by Com- 
mission orders; competition and com- 
mercial conditions prohibited the in- 
crease in others; the defendants seem 
to have treated each rate advanced 
upon some presumed ground of rea- 
son. The Commission does not think 
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the advances can be criticized be. 
cause all tariffs were not advanced on 
a fixed percentage. Considering the 
question in all its aspects, the Com. 
mission finds that class rates should 
not exceed the following: 

Class ....1 2 345 ABCDBE 
Rate ..... 147 125 104 96 75 79 70 58 46 3g 
The commodity rates will not be 
changed, but will be left subject to 
complaint against any individual rate; 
April 1, p 537. 


Riverside Mills vs Charleston & West- 


ern Carolina et al (3403), 201 Coc 
Rep, 158. On account of damages to 
complainant’s mill and stock at Au- 
gusta, Ga., occasioned by flood, com- 
plainant was unable to receive and 
promptly unload certain inbound 
shipments. The sidetrack leading to 
complainant’s mill was undermined 

, and partially destroyed; until repairs 
were made therein no cars could be 
set on the track for delivery and it 
is agreed by all parties that no de- 
murrage should be assessed until af- 
ter the railroads were in a position 
to make sidetrack delivery. But re- 
pairs were completed about Sept 2, 
1908, and complainant’s mill was not 
in a position to accept deliveries until 
several weeks later. For the demur- 
rage that accrued between the time 
track was put in shape to handle cars 
and deliveries were actualiy received 
by the complainant, reparation is 
asked for the sums assessed, minus 
the amount of the car rental paid 
delivering line for foreign equipment 
held with complainant’s shipments. It 
cannot be said that weather interfer- 
ence as defined in the Uniform Code 
of Demurrage Rules, or in a prior tar- 
iff, was responsible for the non-deliv- 
ery and detention; the fault for delay 
lay not with the carrier. Upon the 
circumstances disclosed of record, it 
is Held, That the assessment of 
charges was neither unjust nor un- 
reasonable; complaint dismissed; 
March 4, p 383. 


Riverside Mills vs Georgia Railroad et 
al (3578), 20 I C C Rep, 423. On Au- 
gust 2, 1906, complainant shipped a 
carload of cotton waste from Au- 
gusta, Ga., to Tonopah, Nev., upon 
which a rate of $3.80 was collected; 
complainant alleged any rate in ex- 
cess of $3.02 was excessive. Defend- 
ants raise the plea that claim is 
barred by the statute of limitations. 
Formal complaint was filed October 
12, 1910, but the subject was brought 
to the Commission informally June 
17, 1908. Adhering to the rule laid 
down in Memphis Freight Bureau vs 
St L S W et al, 18 I C C Rep, 67, that 
an informal complaint showing date 
of shipment, weight, rate charged and 
collected, coupled with an allegation 
that the charge was unreasonable, 
was sufficient to stop the running of 
the statute, the plea of the carriers 
is denied. It appears, however, that 
the lowest combination that could and 
should have applied was $3.69%. At 
the hearing, complainant asked rep- 
aration on a $3.24 combination on 
Sacramento, which became effective 
Jan 20, 1910. The Commission is not 
of the opinion, however, that repara- 
tion should be awarded. Complaint 
will be dismissed upon evidence that 
the overcharge collected has been re- 
funded; April 1, p 565. 


Rosenblatt, H. D., & Sons vs Chicago 
& Northwestern et al (2977), 201 CC 
Rep, 447. This matter was first be- 
fore the Commission in a proceeding 
under the same title reported in 18 
I C C Rep, 261. It involves the rates 

on triplex cloth from Fort Wayne, 

Ind., to Beloit, Wis. The goods were 

billed as cotton piece goods, and a 

charge of 55 cents was assessed, but 

upon the Commission calling attention 
to the fact that the legal rate was 
the first-class charge of 76 cents the 
undercharge was paid and demand is 
here made for a more reasonable 
rating. It is alleged that the rate 
charged is unreasonable to the extent 
that it exceeds the combination of in- 
termediate cotton goods rates. Tri- 
plex cloth is frequently made up of 
woolen or silk materials, but in the 
present instance it consisted of a layer 
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of cotton goods and a layer of cotton 
shoddy held firmly together by means 
of an intermediate layer of reclaimed 
rubber. This shipment, 
was of a cheap grade, probably not 
greater in value than cotton goods. 
But triplex varies in value from 10 
cents to $4 per pound, and there is 
no testimony to show that there is 
any satisfactory way, from a trans- 
portation standpoint, of distinguishing 
between the different grades. Gen- 
erally speaking, the Commission is 
of the opinion that triplex cloth may 
take the rate applied to other dry 
goods. The 76-cent rate, however, ex- 
ceeds a 
which is 65.16 cents. 
therefore awarded on that basis; 
April 1, pv 563. 

Samuels. S., & Co vs St Louis South- 
western et al (3431). 20 I C C Rep, 
646. In June, 1909, there was no rate 
or combination of rates under which 
a shipment of cotton linters could be 
lawfully moved from England, Ark., 
to Houston, Tex. 
initial carrier, after informing ship- 
pers that there were no rates in effect 
via direct routes suggested, accepted 
a shipment of that commodity to for- 
ward by “most direct way to Hous- 
ton, so we are protected in through 
rates,’’ and forwarded it via circuit- 
out route, over one portion of which 
there was a rate on linters. Over 
the other portion carriers assessed a 
rate applicable on compressed cotton, 
making a total charge of 66c. Later, 
a joint rate of 46%c on linters was 
established via the direct routes sug- 
gested bv complainants. Held, That 
complainants are entitled to repara- 
tion from the initial carrier on the 
basis of a just rate via a reasonably 
direct route; May 27, p 939. 

Scheuing, W. J., vs Louisville & Nash- 
ville (3449), 20 I C C Rep, 550. Com- 
plainant here challenges the reason- 
ableness of a rate of 56% cents on 
hottled beer. in casks, from St. Louis, 
Mo.. to Crllman, Ala. The rate was 


Louis and Birmingham, Ala., via de- 


Schulz, A. George, Co vs Chicago, Mil- 
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miles. Cullman is intermediate St. 













fendant line, but not via other routes. 
Application for relief under the fourth 
section with respect to the Cullman 
adjustment is now pending and will 
not be here considered. Decatur and 
Birmingham take a commodity rate 
of 30% cents, while the combination 
of class rates on Decatur yields 47% 
cents against the through charge of 
56%. A number of other Alabama 
points are also given commodity rates, 
The fact that for a long time there 
was no carload movement to Cullman 
is no justification for the maintenance 
of an unduly high rate. Class E rates 
to Birmingham are 47 cents. There 
is no reason why the commodity rate 
to Cullman should be relatively higher 
than class rates. Allowing this same 
relative adjustment, the 1ate on beer 
to Cullman should not exceed 37 
cents, and it is so ordered; reparation 
awarded; April 22, p 722. 















































waukee & St Paul et al (3486), 201 C 
C Rep, 403. Complainant is engaged 
in the manufacture and sale of paper 
boxes, straw and wood pulp cartons 
and similar articles, and also uses 
what is known as chipboard, a prod- 
uct similar to wood pulp board, but 
of less value. On May 12, 1909, it 
shipped a carload of cartons from 
Milwaukee, Wis., to Spokane, Wash. 
It prepaid charges on a basis of $1.10, 
the rate upon wood-pulp cartons, 
wood-pulp board, binders’ board, box- 
board and similar kinds of board. 
Chipboard was not specifically men- 
tioned. Upon arrival at destination, 
delivering carrier, upon the assump- 
tion that chipboard should be classi- 
fied with paper and pasteboard boxes, 
folding egg cartons, printed chip- 
board, etc., set up the shipment, 
more than doubling the charges, in- 
creasing them from $360.80 to $759.25. 
The Commission is of the opinion that 
the shipment should have been clas- 
sified with wood-pulp cartons, and 
provision has since been made for this 
by the carriers. When the shipment 
arrived at destination, consignee, as- 
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suming Charges were fully paid, began 
to unload the car. After the car was 
partially unloaded consignee was noti- 
fied that there were additional 
charges on the car. These consignee 
deelined to pay, and carrier then in- 
sisted that portion of carload removed 
be returned. This was done at an 
expense of $29. After considerable de- 
lay complainant instructed consignee 
to pay charges and also demurrage 
that had accrued, $17. During the 
difficulty telegraphic tolls amounting 
to $4.15 accrued. Complainant now 
seeks recovery of all these charges. 
The Commission has held where de- 
murrage accrues through fault of the 
carrier, a refund must be made. Re- 
fund is accordingly ordered. The ex- 
tra unloading expense is likewise di- 
rectity chargeable to the unlawful act 
of the carrier in declining to deliver 
the shipment until unlawful charges 
were paid; reparation for this sum is 
also awarded. Upon the facts of the 
case it does not appear that the tele- 
graph tools were justifiable, 17 days 
elapsing while demurrage charges 
were accruing. This portion of the 
claim is therefore disallowed; March 
18, p 465. 


Orleans et al (2918), 20 I C C Rep, 

167. Complaint is made of a rate of 

$3.30 per ton on coal from Carbon 

Hill, Ala., to Herbert Switch, Tex. 

Complainant alleges he was quoted 

rate of $2.75 and sold his coal on that 

basis. The $2.75 rate applies to Beau- 
mont, Housten and Port Arthur, Tex. 

Herbert Switch is in the neighborhood 

of Beaumont and the rate seems to 

have been constructed by adding the 

local Texas commission rate of 55 

cents to the Carbon Hill-Beaumont 

rate. As to a claim because a dif- 
ferent rate was quoted by the carrier, 
it has been definitely and finally set- 
tled that the published rate must be 

paid, Tex & Pac vs Mugg, 202 U S. 

242. Without considering the present 

rate under the fourth section, it is 

held that the rate is not unreason- 

able. Complaint dismissed; March 4, 

p 396. 

Scudder, Raymond B., vs Texas & Pa- 
cific et al (3521), 21 I C C Rep, 69. 
On Jan 3, 1910, complainant shipped 
169 barrels of sugar from New 
Orleans, La., to Sioux City, Ia.; 
104 barrels were loaded into one car, 
the remainder in another; two bills of 
lading were issued. Upon arrival at 
destination charges on the second 
ear, which contained 24,205 pounds, 
were assessed on the basis of a 33,000- 
pound minimum. Complainant con- 
tends that charges on the second car 
should have been on actual weight. 
The Western Classification then in ef- 
fect provided that excess carloads 
would be taken at carload rates, act- 
ual weight, but such shipment must 
move under one bill of lading. Com- 
plainant’s action in securing two bills 
therefore rendered this rule inapplica- 
ble. Complainant at hearing assailed 
this rule as unreasonable, contending 
that the defendant’s demurrage rules 
apply..to all cars held for unloading, 
and that he was obliged to obtain 
two bills to protect himself at desti- 
nation against charges in event the 
shipments by two cars were separated 
in transit. But the practice and rule 
is that where two cars are shipped 
under one bill of lading the carrier 
cannot compel the consignee to ac- 
cept one car until the arrival of the 
second, and therefore cannot lawfully 
assess demurrage charges until it 
tenders the entire shipment covered 
by the bill of lading. Reparation is 
denied and the complaint dismissed; 
June 10, p 1028. 

Shaffer, J. C., & Co vs Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific (3609), 21 I C C Rep, 
8. On Dec 24, 1909, complainants pur- 
chased at Kansas City, Mo., for im- 
mediate shipment 5,000 bushels of 
durum wheat at 99%c per bushel, F. 
O. B. Chicago, Ill. This they sold on the 
Chicago Board of Trade at 100%. The 
sale was conditioned upon the early 
arrival of the grain. The grain was 
shipped. uniform bills of lading being 
issued therefore, drafts were attached 

and paid for by the complainants at 





Chicago, who took possession of the 
bills of lading. All the cars arrived 
except one. This car contained 86,000 
pounds, or 1,433 bushels and 20 
pounds. It was misdelivered to Cedar 
Rapids, Ia., and unloaded by the Qua- 
ker Oats Co at that point under the 
belief that the car belonged to said 
company. Complainants were not noti- 
fied of misdelivery until Feb 5, 1910. 
Thereupon they notified the defendant 
that in order to fill their contract, 
upon the exchange. This was pur- 
chased at 103%c. This made a net loss 
to complainant of $57.33; adding to 
this amount the draft paid for the 
misdelivered car, $1,426.17, exclusive 
of interest, reparation for $1,483.50 is 
claimed. Defendant admits the con- 
version of the car. The only question 
at issue is the measure of the dam- 
ages. Defendant relies upon the pro- 
vision of the uniform bill of lading 
that its liability for loss or damage 
is limited to the value of the property 
computed upon the bona fide invoice 
price, if any, to purchaser at the time 
and place of shipment, unless a lower 
value has been agreed upon or is de- 
termined by the rate. It should be 
noted that this provision is not a 
limitation of the carrier’s liability, but 
simply determines the time, place and 
manner in which the value of the 
property for which the carrier shall 
be liable shall be ascertained. Pro- 
visions of this character have been 
repeatedly held reasonable by the 
courts. Upon consideration of the 
facts of record, it is held that this 
provision is not shown to have ope- 
rated in an unreasonable or unlawful 
manner in connection with the ship- 
ment involved. Complaint dismissed. 
May 27, p 935. 


Shoemaker, Wm. D., vs Chesapeake & 
Potomac Telephone Co (3596), 20 I C 
C Rep, 614. About August 1, 1902, 
defendant established a small office in 
Montgomery county, Maryland. Sub- 
scribers to this exchange were charged 
$24 per year for single-line unlimited 
service and $18 for a four-party line. 
In addition, a charge of 10c was made 
for each call between this exchange, 
known as Somerset Heights, to a sub- 
scriber in the District of Columbia not 
directly connected with this exchange. 
The growth of business led to the 
removal of the exchange to Tenley- 
town Road, D. C., in Nov, 1905. Here 
the Chevy Chase exchange was es- 
tablished and the Somerset Heights 
office was abandoned, subscribers 
connected with that exchange being 
transferred to Chevy Chase. Some 
changes in rates followed, but there 
was no change in the rates to the 
old Somerset Heights subscribers and 
it appears that some new subscribers 
were taken in on the old rates. At 
this time the toll charge to Washing- 
ton,-D. C., was discontinued. Con- 
tinued growth made necessary in 
June, 1908, the abandonment of the 
Chevy Chase exchange, the subscrib- 
ers therein, including the original 
Somerset Heights subscribers, being 
connected with a new exchange known 
as the Cleveland exchange. Again 
there was no change in the charges 
to those who had formerly paid 
Somerset Heights rate, some 37 in all, 
while the benefits of enlarged facili- 
ties were extended to them. After 
the establishment of the Cleveland 
exchange and the abandonment of the 
Somerset Heights and Chevy Chase 
offices, complainant, a resident of 
Montgomery county in what is known 

as the district of Bethesda, entered 
negotiations for the installation of 
telephone service in his residence at 
Drummond, Md. Regular District of 
Columbia rates, $48 for unlimited 
service or measured rates with min- 
imum charge of $39 and “$36 for 600 
calls, excess to be paid at 5e per call, 
was offered. These were the rates 

by subscribers to the Cleveland ex- 
change other than the 37 before. men- 
tioned. Complainant demanded serv- 
ice upon the basis of the old Somer- 
set Heights rates, on the ground that 
he is similarly situated. Defendant 
explained that it had been its custom 
to continue subscribers transferred at 
the original contract rates until the 
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service was voluntarily discontinued, 
or a higher grade of service was de- 
manded. Irrespective of the validity 
of these contracts in the past, they 
cannot now be accepted as justifying 
a difference in charges as between dif- 
ferent subscribers similarly situated. 
Neither does the fact that a few sub- 
scribers connected with a new ex- 
change were previously connected 
wth another exchange which was 
abondoned by the defendant from mo- 
tives of economy in management and 
efficiency of service constitute such a 
dissimilarity of circumstances and 
conditions as to warrant the exaction 
of the current charges from a new 
subscriber while for the same service 
and facilities the old subscribers con- 
tinue to pay the lower charges for- 
merly exacted at the old exchange. 
As between subscribers to a telepl.one 
service who are similarly situated, 
nothing but a difference in the serv- 
ice rendered or facilities furnished can 
justigy a difference in the charges 
exacted. Held, That violation of Act 
should be discontinued; that all sub- 
scribers to Cleveland exchange must 
pay the same rates for the same serv- 
ice; May 20, p 896. 


Smith, C. D., Drug Co et al vs Missouri 
Pacific et al (3661). See “Wheeler & 
Motter vs Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy et al (3660),’’ post. 


Sondheimer, E., vs Illinois Central et al 

(978), 20 I C C Rep, 606. In the orig- 
inal report in this case, 17 I C C 
Rep, 60, it was found that complain- 
ant, a hardwood lumber shipper at 
Cairo, Ill., had suffered unjust dis- 
crimination because of preferential 
treatment given Memphis, Tenn. It 
was undisputed that the complainant 
was forced to shrink his profits on 
lumber handled through Cairo by an 
amount equal to the advantage in 
rates enjoyed by the Memphis dealer. 
This undue preference was condemned 
and the case left open for proof of 
damage that would be a basis for a 
reparation award. Complainant has 
submitted his statement of lumber 
shipped between May 13. 1903, and 
Sept 8, 1908, from Cairo to competi- 
tive territory defined in the original 
report; in connection with each ship- 


ment out of Cairo is shown the move- | 


ment of an equivalent amount of lum- 
ber in from points on defendants’ 
Mississippi lines. Defendants admit 
the shipments as shown and the pay- 
ment by complainant of charges 
thereon. Defendants assert, however, 
that. there is no legal basis for an 
award of reparation, that the dam- 
ages sought are speculative and un- 
certain. Memphis is, however, the 
largest hardwood market in the coun- 
try, and it is a fair conclusion that 
a dealer located elsewhere must meet 
the Memphis price in the sale of sub- 
stantially all of his lumber at com- 
petitive consuming points. This claim 
is, moreover, limited to lumber 
equivalent to an amount purchased 
in a market in which both Cairo and 
Memphis competed and sold also in 
competitive markets. It seems a fair 
inference that Cairo had to meet 
Memphis prices to get business, and 
the profit of the complainant was 
diminished to the extent of the un- 
lawful advantage in freight rates en- 
joyed by his Memphis competitors. 
Defendants also attack the claim for 
reparation on ground that the identity 
of the in and outbound shipments 
were not preserved. Such preserva- 
tion, as pointed out in the original 
report, was impracticable, and was 
not required of the Memphis dealer 
under the old reconsignment tariff. 
Defendants also assert that Cairo 
had advantages over Memphis at 
many points of destination. But this 
claim is limited to shipments to points 
where the advantages were with 
Memphis; to deny reparation would 
be as to assert that the complainani 
was not entitled to damage on traffic 
against which it was discriminated 
against because it received just rates 
on certain other traffic. Such a theory 
of administration if the act is not 
tenable. Neither, as shown in the 
record of this case, is any plea of 
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laches endowed with merit. Defend- 
ants also aver that reparation should 
not be awarded because proper par- 
ties are not before the Commission; 
that connections participated in the 
shrinkage of rates at Memphis. Upon 
this point the testimony is vague. 
The Memphis tariff was issued by the 
defendants. In Independent Refiners’ 
Assn vs WN Y & P RG Co,61CC 
Rep, 378, it was held that carriers un- 
der a joint rate are severally liable 
for damages resulting from any vio- 
lation of the Act in which they partic- 
ipate and that where the law spe- 
cifically provides for the individual 
liability of any carrier concerned for 
the full amount of damages sustained 
through enforced payment of excessive 
rates or other violations of unlawful 
practices, it is not necessary to have 
all the carriers parties to a particular 
route before the Commission to enable 


“it to award reparation; in this respect 


the law to-day is unchanged. Com- 
plainant has figured his reparation 
upon the difference between the for- 
mer Memphis reconsigning combina- 
tion and the combination on Cairo; 
this is wrong. The Commission found 
the present Memphis tariff removed 
the discrimination complained of. 
Therefore, the proper measure of 
damages is the difference between the 
old and new Memphis tariffs. Fig- 
ured upon this basis, the damages are 
reduced from $12,392.92 to $8,827.39. 
Reparation awarded for the last- 
named sum; May 13, p 843. 


Southwestern Produce Distributors et al 


vs Wabash (3583), 20 I C C Rep, 458. 
For some years the American Central 
Fruit Auction Company has been per- 
mitted to conduct its business as an 
auctioneer of fruit and vegetables on 
the terminal premises of the defend- 
ant at St. Louis, Mo. It is now quar- 
tered in one of the warehouses of de- 
fendant. Under its arrangements with 
the defendant it is permitted to sell 
only such fruit and vegetables as are 
received over the lines of the defend- 
ant or reach St. Louis over non- 
competitive points, It makes a uniform 
charge for its sale, and the record 
discloses no element of discrimination 
as between different shippers. Com- 
plainant is a voluntary association 
composed of dealers in produce closely 
associated with the St. Louis Fruit 
Auction Company. The real object 
of the complaint was to compel the 
defendant to set aside a warehouse 
or a part thereof for the use of the 
St. Louis Company. This privilege 
has been denied the St. Louis Com- 
pany. It appears that the American 
Company is not a shipper; that it is 
independent of both shipping and 
railroad interests; that the defendant 
receives no compensation for the use 
of its space; that the auction busi- 
ness is in no sense related to the 
transportation service, but is simply 
a convenience which shippers may 
avail themselves of after the trans- 
portation is over. Such being the 
nature of the service, the question 
arises whether the St. Louis Com- 
pany has the right to make demand 
for facilities similar td those enjoyed 
by the American Company. If un- 
just discrimination can be predicated 
upon the facts in this record, it 
would seem that all other auction 
companies that may be organized in 
St. Louis will have a right to similar 
facilities; that if one barber is given 
a concession in a passenger station, 
all other barbers may demand like 
concessions. While a common car- 
rier must serve the traveling and 
shipping public on equal terms and 
without discrimination, it is not un- 
derstood that, in undertaking to per- 
form certain duties for those who 
travel or ship over its lines, it as- 
sumes any obligations to those who 
do neither the one nor the other. If 
such obligations exist, they are be- 
yond the sway of the interstate com- 
merce act and the review of this 
Commission, To certain extent, the 
terminals are the private property of 
the carriers, subject to their own 
control with respect to any private 
business carried on in or upon them, 
provided the use so made of the prop- 





erty is in itself reasonable and con. 
tributes to the public convenienece or 
to the advantage of the carrier with. 
out creating preferences or discrimi- 
nations as between shippers or tray- 
elers. The right to grant exclusive 
privileges in passenger stations has 
been generally upheld by the courts 
in this country and in England: see 
Donovan vs Pa Co, 199 U §, 279 
Upon consideration of the whole rec- 
ord, it is Held, That complainants are 
without right to the relief asked for: 
complaint dismissed; April 1, p 559. 
April 1, p 559. 


Stacy, E. P., & Sons vs Oregon Short 


Line et al (3139), 20 I C C Rep, 136. 
Complainant attacks rates on apples 
and other deciduous fruits from Lo- 
gan, Brigham and Hot Springs, Utah, 
to Northern Pacific points in North 
Dakota, via Silver Bow, Mont. The 
rates via said route are made on the 
full combination on that point. De- 
fendants are parties to a $1.25 rate 
to North Dakota points, including 
Fargo and Bismarck, via Omaha, 
Neb., and St. Paul or Minnesota 
Transfer, Minn. Via this route, the 
distance from Brigham to Fargo is 
1,660 miles; via Silver Bow, 1,250 
miles. The rate via Silver Bow on 
apples is $1.25; on other deciduous 
fruits, $1.82%. From North Yakima, 
Wash., the rate to Fargo on apples 
is 75 cents; on other deciduous fruit, 
$1.12%; the distance is 1,520 miles; 
similar rates are in effect from We- 
natchee, Wash., where the distance 
is 1,405 miles; the rates from the 
last-named points are one-line rates; 
joint rates from Hood River, Ore., 
are 80 cents and $1.25, respectively 
the distance is 1,650 miles. It an- 
pears that some efforts have been 
made to establish lower rates via 
Silver Bow, but defendants disagreed 
as to divisions. The Commission is 
of the opinion, and so holds, that 
rates on apples and other deciduous 
fruits from Hot Springs, Millard, 
Brigham and Logan via Silver Bow 
to Grand Forks, should not exceed 
$1.25, with a minimum of 30,000 
pounds on apples in straight carloads 
and 24,000 pounds for other ship- 
ments; further, that rates via Silver 
Bow or Butte to Fargo, Wahpeton, 
Valley City, Jamestown and Bis- 
marck, N. D., and other intermediate 
Northern Pacific points in North Da- 
kota should not exceed the Grand 
Forks rate or the combination of in- 
termediate rates on Butte or Silver 
Bow; March 4, p 393. 


Steinfeld, Albert, & Co vs Illinois Cen- 


tral et al (3364), 20 I C C Rep, 12. 
Complainant here attacks a joint rate 
of $1.22 on soap from St. Louis, Mo., 
to Nogales, Ariz., and alleges the 
same should not have exceeded $1.10. 
Defendants contended that the lower 
rate was water-compelled. Their 
tariffs naming such charge had been 
rejected by the Commission. It ap- 
peared, however, that this was the 
rate in effect, both before and after 
the shipment, although the present 
basis is now higher. The Commis- 
sion recognizes that carriers may or 
may not meet water competition in 
their own interest, but when they 
choose to regard it, the shipper should 
be given the benefit thereof. Under 
the special facts appearing of record, 
it is Held, That rate should not have 
exceeded $1.10. Reparation awarded, 
but no order as to future rates; 
Jan 7, p 16. 


Sweeney, Lynes & Co vs New York, 
Philadelphia & Norfolk et al (3073), 
20 I C C Rep, 600. Complainant chal- 
lenges reasonableness of defendants’ 
rates on vrefrigeration for strawber- 
ries from Norfolk and Only, Va., and 
Marion and Pittsville, Md., to Bos- 
ton, Mass. In 1907 and 1908, the rate 
from Norfolk, on 32-quart crates, 
minimum of 300 crates, was 19% cents 
per crate; in 1909 and 1910, 18 cents. 
During 1909 and 1910, rates for 250 
minimum were 20 and 20% cents, re- 
spectively. In 1905, the rate from 
Marion, Only and Pittsville, 300 
crates, was 20 cents per crate, 1906, 
19 cents; 1907, Marion and Only, 17 
cents; Pittsville, 19 cents; 1908, Mar- 
ion, Only and Pittsville, 17 cents; 
1909, 16 cents, and 1910, 16 cents. 
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Texico Transfer Co vs Louisville & 
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————— 


Rates on a 250 minimum during 1909 
and 1910 were 18 cents. Taking the 
60-quart crates, with a minimum of 
120 crates, the following rates per 
erate were in effect: 1905, Norfolk, 
45 cents; 1906, Norfolk, 43%; 1907, 
Norfolk, 36; Marion and Only, 32, and 
Pittsville, 36; 1908, Norfolk, 36; Mar- 
ion, Only and Pittsville, 32; 1909, Nor- 
folk, 34; Marion, etc., 30, and 1910, 
Norfolk, 34, and Marion, etc. 30 
cents. Upon the facts appearing of 
record, the Commission is of the opin- 
ion that rates should not exceed the 
following: 
32-qt. crates. 48-qt. crates. 
Rate Rate 
Min. per Min. per 
From— crates. crate. crates. crate. 


Norfolk .... 300 16c¢ 200 24c 
Norfolk .... 240 18c 150 29¢ 
Marion, Only 

and Pittsv’e 300 15¢c 200 22c 


Marion, Only 

and Pittsv’e 240 17c 150 27% 
—160-qt. crates.— 
Minimum Rate 


From— crates. per crate. 
WEE i océcvagces 160 30c 
NORRIE vos 006% vee 120 36c 
Marion, Only and 

Pittsville ........ 160 28c¢ 
Marion, Only and 

Pittsville ........ 120 34c 


Reparation denied; April 29, p 773. 


Texas Brewing Co vs Atchison, Topeka 


& Santa Fe et al (3211), 21 11ICC 
Rep, 171. Complainant alleges rates 
on malt from points in Illinois, Wis- 
consin and Minnesota to Fort Worth, 
Tex., are unreasonable and prejudi- 
cial. As most of complainant’s ship- 
ments come from Chicago, Milwaukee 
or Minneapolis, these points will be 
taken as typical of the situation. The 
gravemen of the complainant is that 
defendants apply Class E rates on 
malt to Fort Worth, while generally 
throughout the country malt is rated 
with coarse grains and given com- 
modity rates, materially lower than 
the class rates in question. These 
class rates are 48 cents from Chi- 
cago and Milwaukee, and 53 cents 
from Minneapolis. From Chicago 
there is a rate of 33 cents on wheat, 
and 38 cents on flour; 32% cents on 
cornmeal, 291% cents on barley; sub- 
stantially the same adjustment ap- 
plies from Milwaukee and Minneapo- 
lis, the barley rates being 30% and 
33 cents, respectively. As alleged, in 
almost all parts of the country, malt 
is given barley rates; Texas common 
points seem to be the principal ex- 
ception; malt is carried to southern 
Oklahoma points on barley rates, and 
these rates on combination with 
Class E rates into Fort Worth pro- 
duce rates sometimes 5% cents less 
than the through rate to Fort Worth. 
No satisfactory explanation of this 
adjustment to Texas common points 
has been offered, and the plea that to 
give Fort Worth lower rates would 
disrupt rates in a large expanse of 
territory cannot be a bar to correct- 
ing a manifest injustice. Conceding 
defendant’s contention that malt, be- 
cause a manufactured article, should 
take a higher rate than the raw ma- 
terial, barley, and applying the same 
differential that was approved be- 
tween flour and wheat in Board of 
Railroad Commissioners vs A T & S 
F et al, 8 IC C Rep, 304, the Com- 
mission is of the opinion that rates 
on malt should not exceed 34% cents 
from Chicago, 35% cents from Mil- 
waukee, and 38 cents from Minne- 
apolis. Prayer for reparation, for 
reasons stated in Anadarko Cotton 
Oil Co case, 20 I C C Rep, 43, denied; 
June 24, p 1127. 


































































Nashville et al (3462), 20 I C C Rep, 
17. ‘The originating carrier filed a 
tariff naming a through rate of 93 
cents on mixed furniture from Evans- 
ville, Ind., to El Paso, Tex., but cer- 
tain participating carriers were named 
without their consent. Complainant 
shipped a carload, but was charged a 
legal combination of $1, with varying 
minimums. A somewhat similar state 
of facts was considered in Black 
Horse Tobacco Co vs I © R R Co, 17 
I C C Rep, 588, and the view was 
there expressed that the initial car- 
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rier was liable to the shipper. In the 
present case, the originating line ad- 
mits the reasonableness of the 93-cent 
rate. Held, That rate should not have 
exceeded that figure or the minimum 
carried with it. Reparation awarded; 
Jan 7, p 17. 


Thompson, W. I., and J. R., vs Louis- 
ville & Nashville et al (3351), 20I CC 
Rep, 161. On Nov 28, 1908, complain- 
ants shipped a carload of steel beam 
plows, S. U., except that handles and 
braces were removed, from Evans- 
ville, Ind., to Huntsville, Ala. The 
weight was 35,000 pounds and charges 
on a sixth class rate of 30 cents were 
assessed. Complainants contend that 
charges should have been assessed on 
basis of L C L rate of 47 cents on 
plow handles and remaining 33,400 
pounds at specific iron rate of 23 
cents, said rate being applicable to 
plow bases. Traffic moved, however, 
under a provision that parts of an 
article would be rated at classifica- 
tion rating provided for complete ar- 
ticle whether K D or § U, except 
where separate pieces were rated sep- 
arately in classification, such separate 
ratings might be applied. But here 
the beams were attached to the plow 
bases, and, inasmuch as there was no 
separate provision for bases with 
beams attached, the rating applied 
was the proper one, and not the spe- 
cial iron rate. The tariffs have since 
been amended to provide a fourth 
class rate on bases with beams at- 
tached, while bases still take the spe- 
cial iron rate. Complaint dismissed; 
March 4, p 386. 


Truck Growers’ Association of Charles- 
ton, S. C., District vs Atlantic Coast 
Line et al (2528), 20 I C C Rep, 190. 
Allegation is here made that the rates 
on cabbage, potatoes, beans, peas and 
cucumbers from shipping points in 
the Charleston, S. C., district to points 
in Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, 
New Jersey, New Yerk, Massachu- 
setts and the District of Columbia are 
unreasonable per se and discrimina- 
tory when compared with the rates 
from points in Georgia, Oklahoma, 
Texas and Florida, and _ especially 
when compared with rates from Flor- 
ida and Norfolk, Va. For the pur- 
pose of this discussion, the rates from 
Charleston proper to New York, N. Y., 
will be taken as typical. At the time 
the complaint was filed these rates 
were as follows: 

Cents. 
Potatoes, per standard barrel or 
barrel crate, estimated weight 


185 pounds: 
SL, iietach aS SOA ay Chwi's Coal os 55 
Less than carloads.............. 58 


Cabbages, per standard barrel or 
barrel crate, estimated weight 


120 pounds: 
CN ae 5. ns cube ab datas 55 
Les than carloads............... 58 


Vegetables, N O S, per bushel box 
or package, estimated weight 


50 pounds: 
fT rs oe ere 30 
The petition asks the following rates 
as maxima: 
Cents. 
Cabbages, per crate............... 38 
Potatoes, per barrel.............. 53 
Beans, peas, cucumbers, etc., per 


WUE 6 0150 + iw win oh sn Bada b% hie ve 
The evidence disclosed keen competi- 
tion between the Charleston and the 
Florida and Norfolk growers. Nor- 
folk, for instance, on cabbage, takes 
an 18-cent rate against Charleston’s 
55 cents. From Florida, however, not- 
withstanding the longer distance, the 
rate per ton per mile is in many in- 
stances higher than from Charleston. 
Tested by the Florida rates, the Com- 
mission is unable to see how the 
Charleston charges can be condemned. 
The Florida rates have been fixed 
after examination by the Commission 
in the Florida Fruit & Vegetable 
Shippers’ Protective Assn cases, 14 I 
C C Rep, 476 and 17 ib., Rep, 552. It 
is understood that the Charleston 
rates cannot be reduced without re- 
adjusting the Florida basis. The 
Commission cannot see how the pres- 
ent relationship between these two 
centers of production can be changed 
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unless it is expected to overcome 
Florida’s climatic advantages and 
other natural aids by a rate adjust- 
ment. From Norfolk, notwithstanding 
a shorter haul, the per-ton-per-mile 
rate is substantially lower than for 
the longer Charleston haul. This is 
due, however, to special circum- 
stances at Norfolk. In addition to the 
adaptability of the soil in the envi- 
rons of Norfolk, the proximity of its 
truck farms to the great markets of 
Washington, Richmond, Philadelphia 
and New York, as well as its water 
service, have contrived to make it an 
important shipping center for produce, 
Water-borne Norfolk traffic is said to 
be able to equal the time of the rail- 
borne Charleston tonnage. The water 
competition seems to control the all- 
rail rates from Norfolk. On the other 
hand, with the exception of potatoes, 
the water carriage from Charleston 
does not appear to have affected the 
all-rail rates. After a consideration 
of all the facts of record, the Com- 
mission is unable to find that the 
present adjustment is unreasonable or 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
March 11, p 438. 

Vulcan Detinning Co vs Union Pacific 
et al (3812), 21 I C C Rep, 93. A rate 
of 52% cents on tinplate scrap from 
Denver, Colo., to Streator, Ill., as as- 
sessed on a shipment moving May 20, 
1909, is here challenged. It appears 
that for several years prior to Jan 18, 
1909, there was in effect a_ specific 
commodity rate of 30 cents. The rate 
assessed was a commodity rate on 
junk, Effective Sept. 10, 1909, a spe- 
cific rate of 31% cents was estab- 
lished on tinplate scrap. Upon the 
facts appearing of record, it is Held, 
That rate should not have exceeded 
31% cents; reparation awarded on 
that basis; June 24, p 1136. 

Webster Grocer Co vs Chicago & North- 
western et al (3536), 21 I C C Rep, 20. 
Following Webster Grocer Co vs C & 
N W Ry Co, 19 I C C Rep, 493, joint 
rate of 52% cents per 100 pounds on 
less-than-carload shipments of cheese 
from Plymouth, Wis., to Danville, Il., 
found unreasonable so far as it ex- 
ceeded 37% cents via Ohicago & 
Northwestern Railway and 40.1 cents 
via Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
Railway. Reparation awarded; May 27, 

940. 

Western Mantle Co vs Spokane, Port- 
land & Seattle et al (3172), 201 C C 
Rep, 643. Transcontinental tariffs 
provided a less-than-carload rate of 
$3 per 100 pounds on “dry goods, N O 
S.” and a like rate of $2.20 on ‘“‘net- 
ting, cotton, N O §S,” from Chicopee 
Falls, Mass., to Portland, Ore. Less- 
than-carload shipments by complain- 
ant were of knitted fabrics in tubular 
form, made wholly of cotton, for use 
as foundation material in the manu- 
facture of gas mantles, and were not 
of the character of goods commonly 
known to the trade as “cotton net- 
ting.” Held, That in the absence of 
a provision specifically covering the 
commodity, the defendants properly 
applied thereto the rate on “dry 
goods, NOS.” Complaint dismissed; 


May 20, p 901. 

West Oregon Lumber Co vs Astoria & 
Columbia River et al (3333), 20 I C Cc 
Rep, 151. An alleged misrouting of a 
shipment of lumber from Clatskanie 
Junction, Ore., to De Beque, Colo., is 
here involved. The shipment moved 
Dec 25, 1909. Routing instructions 
were given and followed, resulting in 
the traffic being hauled via a long 
route taking a combination rate of 
70 cents. Via a shorter route, not em- 
bracing one of the lines named in the 
routing instructions, a rate of 40 cents 
was applicable. Reaffirming Poor 
Grain Co, 12 1 C C Rep, 469, it is Held, 
That the carrier is not here guilty.of 
misrouting nor liable to the shipper 
because a lower rate applied via an- 
other route. Complaint dismissed; 
March 4, p 398. 

Wheeler Lumber, Bridge & Supply Co 
vs Astoria & Columbia River et al 
(3236), 20 I C C Rep, 10. Complaint is 
here made of unreasonable charges 
because of alleged excessive weight on 
a carload of fir lumber from Rainier, 
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Ore., to Hartley, Ia., Feb 25, 1909. At 
Vancouver, weighing the car in its 
entirety, a weight of 75,800 was ob- 
tained; at Austin, Minn., weighing in 
two drafts, the weight was 78,300. 
Both scalings were performed by 
regular representatives of the West- 
ern Railway Weighing Association. 
Charges were assessed on the basis of 
the higher weight, in accordance with 
rules providing that where two weigh- 
ings show a variation of more than 
1,000 pounds, the second should gov- 
ern. Held, That the weight obtained 
in weighing both trucks at a time was 
preferable to the one obtained weigh- 
ing them_ separately. Reparation 
awarded; Jan 7, p 18. 


Wheeler & Motter Mercantile Co vs Chi- 


cago, Burlington & Quincy (3560), 20 
I C C Rep, 141. In the Burnham- 
Hanna-Munger case, 14 I C C Rep, 
299, the Commission reduced the third 
class inter-river proportional on sea- 
board traffic from 35 to 30 cents. Con- 
tention is here made that this rate 
Superseded a commodity rate of 35 
cents and that the reduction included 
said commodity rate. Cotton piece 
goods are rated first class in Western 
Classification and take third class 
rates only by exceptions to the class- 
ification. For some time prior to 
November 10, 1908, defendants main- 
tained a specific rate between the riv- 
ers of 35 cents, with the alternative 
use of third class rates, but the tar- 
iffs have contained provisions that the 
class rates would not apply where a 
commodity rate was provided. While 
it is suggested that the contempora- 
neous maintenance of an exception to 
classification taking cotton piece goods 
out of first and giving it third class 
rates and a commodity rate that was 
the same as the third class could 
Serve no good purpose, it is Held, 
That the third class rate does not ap- 
5 ON Complaint dismissed; Feb 25, 
p \ 


Wheeler & Motter Mercantile Co et al 
vs Chicago, Burlington & Quincy et 
al (3660). Commission issues order 
confirming reparation agreement with 
respect to shipments involved in 
Burnham - Hanna- Munger decision: 
shipments from the Atlantic seaboard 
to Missouri River and Sioux City and 
their rate points entitled to award; 
Jan 14, p 86. 


Willamette Pulp & Paper Co vs Boston 
& Albany et al (3703), 21 I C C Rep, 
178. This complaint puts in issue the 
reasonableness of an L C L rate of 
$2.60 on rubber-covered iron paper 
mill rolls from .Boston, Mass., to Al- 
bina and Portland, Ore. The rate is 
a second class, Western Classification, 
and was used in combination with a 
10-cent rate to Oregon City Locks, 
Ore. The tariff naming this rate also 
carried a special commodity rate to 
Portland and Albina of $1.75, appli- 
cable on “Tron and Steel: Rolls for 
flour, paper and rubber mills, boxed,” 
in L C I. shipments. Subsequent to 
the shipments forming the basis of 
this complaint, the description was 
changed to read “Iron and steel: Rolls 
for flour, paper and rubber mills (in- 
cluding rubber-covered or composition- 
covered rolls), boxed.” It appears 
that the $1.75 rate was applied on 
complainant’s shipments for a number 
of vears without question, until com- 
Plainant took up the matter of having 
the tariff description amended so as 
to specifically apply to rubber-covered 
rolls. Subsequent to this time and 
prior to the amendment, viz., between 
May 1, 1919, and Oct 10, 1910, com- 
plainant made eight shipments upon 
which the $2.60 rate was charged. 
Held, That rate should not have ex- 
ceeded $1.75; reparation awarded; 
June 24, p 1133. 
Wright Wire Co et al vs Pittsburg & 
Lake Erie et al (3265), 21 I C C Rep, 
64. The gravamen of this complaint, 
filed May 4, 1910, is that a rate of 
$3.40 per ton on iron and steel rolls 
from Struthers, O., to Palmer and 
Worcester, Mass., is unreasonable as 
compared with a $3 rate from Mones- 
sen, Pa., a longer haul over the same 
line in the same direction. Monessen 
is in the Pittsburg rate group, Struth- 





ers in the Youngstown. The Penn- 
Sylvania makes the rates from the 
Pittsburg group to the seaboard. To 
meet these rates, the New York Cen- 
tral Lines must haul traffic from the 
Pittsburg group through Youngstown 
to Ashtabula and thence east to Buf- 
falo. This situation was discussed in 
an early opinion of the Commission, 
In re Louisville & Nashville, etc., 1 
I C C Rep, 31, 81. Upon the facts of 
record, a dissimilarity of conditions 
with respect to traffic from the 
Youngstown group and the Pittsburg 
group. Under the interpretation of 
this section, as it existed prior to 
June 18, 1910, the complaint must be 
dismissed; June 3, p 995. 


DELANO, F. A., President, Wabash Rail- 


road. 


Utterances: New law hurts rate flexi- 


bility (Part of Annual Symposium); 
Jan 7, p 21, 

—Holds commissions may be com- 
petent judges of rate, but declares 
justice of railroad charges cannot be 
determined by any yardstick method; 
March 4, p 415. 

—In address before Traffic Club of 
Chicago finds much cause for optimism 
even in the adverse rate advance 
decisions; sees good to honest rail- 
roads and shippers in strict regula- 
tion; May 27, p 941. 


DELIVERIES 


See also ‘‘Terminal Service.” 
Part Shipments — Excess 


Carload: 
Where two cars are shipped under 
one bill of lading, the carrier cannot 
compel the consignee to accept one 
car until the arrival ofthe other; 
Scudder vs Tex & Pac et al (3521), 21 
I C C Rep, 60; June 10, p 1028. 


DEMURRAGE 
Assessment Unlawful—Refusal of Con- 


nections to Accept: It is unlawful 
for a carrier to assess demurrage 
charges on shipments received at a 
city and consigned to deliveries on the 
tracks of other carriers thereon in 
accordance with the terms and with- 
in the time limits provided in its 
tariffs, and which are held because 
of the neglect or refusal of connecting 
or delivering carrier to refuse the 
same. Crescent Coal & Mining Co vs 
B & O et al (3489), 20 I C C Rep, 539; 
April 22, p 707. 


Before Delivery: Contention that de- 


murrage charges cannot be assessed 
before final delivery, detention not be- 
ing due to the shipper, upheld in 
United States vs Tex & Pac, U S Dist 
Ct, e d of La; Feb 4, p 205. 


Bunched Cars: Commissioner Gri‘ten of 


Intermountain Demurrage Bureau 
shows how detention on bunched cars 
is worked out by chart system; illus- 
trated; March 25, p 520. 


California: State commission issues or- 


der reducing rate from $6 to $3 per 
car per day (Feb 25, p 301). Rescinds 
reduction pending hearing (March 25, 
p 520). Reaffirms former cut to $3 
per day; issues rules on ordering cars 
and deposits; April 1, p 536. 


Explanation of Code: Instructions to 


agents in enforcing uniform code, as 
issued by American Railway Associa- 
tion, made public; May 20, p 917. 


Half-Holiday: The counting of Satur- 


day afternoons as part of the free 
time allowed for loading or unloading 
after placement and notice, under the 
uniform demurrage rules, not shown 
to operate in an unreasonable or un- 
lawful manner in the Philadelphia 
territory. Commercial Exchange of 
Philadelphia vs P R R et al (3530), 21 
I C C Rep, 1; May 20, p 889. 


Inability of Consignee to Receive Ship- 


ments: Inability of consignee to re- 
ceive shipments, when same is caused 
by no act of the carrier, e. g., a mill 
that has had a flood and is congested 
and finds difficulty in obtaining labor 
and handling shipments expeditiously 
after recession of water, does not 
make the assessment of demurrage 
charges either unjust or unreason- 
able. Riverside Mills vs Charleston 
& W C et al (3403), 20 I C C Rep, 153; 
March 4, p 383. . 


Incomplete Shipments—Excess Carloads: 


Where two cars are shipped under 





Louisiana: 


Texas: State 


Appointment: 


Disadvantages 


— 


one bill of lading the carrier cannot 
compel the consignee to accept one 
car until the arrival of the secong 
and therefore cannot lawfully assess 
demurrage charges until it tenders 
the entire shipment covered by the 
bill of lading. Scudder vs Tex & Pa, 
et al (3521), 211 C C Rep, 60; June 19 
Pp 1028. 4 
State commission issues 
rule increasing free time allowance 
where shipper is without corporate 
limits of town or city and freight has 
to be hauled to him over three miles: 
March 25, p 519. 


Mote, E. E., Manager, Pacific Car De. 


murrage Bureau: Defends demurrage 
bureaus, asserting that they offer 
logical and practical way of impar- 
tially handling the car service sity- 
ation; March 4, p 420. 

—Declares solution of problem of car 
release lies in high demurrage rate: 
April 15, p 677. 


Ohio: State railroad commission con- 


demns railroad code and that pro- 
mulgated by itself in 1908 and adopts 
new code, which is modification of 
uniform rules. Ohio Shippers’ Assn 
vs Akron & Barberton Belt et al: 
May 27, p 943. 


Refund of: Demurrage charges as- 


sessed because of fault of the carrier 
must be refunded. A. George Schulz 
Co vs C M & St P et al (3486), 20 
I C C Rep, 403; March 18, p 465. 

commission amends 
rules; carriers must not obstruct cars 
during free unloading time; after de- 
murrage has begun to accrue, if un- 
loading has not begun, car may be 
shifted to storage track, but 24 hours 
additional free time must then be al- 
age for replacement; April 29, p 


Uniform Code, Explanations to: Inter- 


state Commerce Commission gives 
tentative endorsement to explanations 
to national code issued by the Ameri- 
—_ Railway Association; May 6, p 


Weather Interference: Inability of con- 


signee to handle shipments following 
a flood because of congestion in its 
own plant, scarcity of labor, etc., can- 
not be construed as authorizing a 
waiver of demurrage charges under 
weather interference rules of uni- 
form code. Riverside Mills vs Charles- 
ton & W C et al (3403), 20 I CC 
Rep, 153; March 4, p 383. 


When Assessable: When a carrier ac- 


cepts a shipment, it is its duty to 
transport it to destination and put 
it in the customary place of delivery 
for the consignee at such destinat‘ vn; 
it is its duty to keep the freight 
without cost to consignee until such 
delivery has been made. U §S vs Tex 
& Pac, U S Dist Ct, New Orleans 
| al charge to jury); Feb 11, p 


DES MOINES, IA. 


See ‘“‘Iowa.”’ 


DICKESON, O. L., Vice-President White 


Pass & Yukon Route. 

Resigns as special in- 
spector of transportation for the Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
to become vice-president with juris- 
diction over all departments of the 
White Pass & Yukon Route, with 
headquarters at Vancouver, B. C.; 
April 29, p 791. 


DIFFERENTIALS 
Galveston: See ‘“Texas—Differentials.” 


Houston, Beaumont and Orange, Tex., 
to North Atlantic Ports: See “Rice.” 
4 


DILLARD, F. C., Commerce Attorney, 


Harriman Lines. 


Long and Short Haul: In brief filed 


with Commission argues that con- 
struction of amended seetion should 
not be So rigid as to restrict free flow 
of commerce; denies that water com- 
petition to coast is exhausted at the 
Buffalo-Pittsburg line; competition of 
commodities a controlling force that 
must be considered; March 25, p 508. 

! 


DISADVANTAGES, Natural 
See: ‘Advantages and Disadvantages, 


Natural.”’ 
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DISCRIMINATION 
Allowances: A carrier is not warranted 


Terminal Service: 


DODSONVILLE, O. 


Discrimination 
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under section 15 of the Act in 

an allowance to one shipper who pro- 
vides a facility and performs a service 
m the transportation of his own prop- 
erty, while refusing a similar allow- 
ance to another shipper, competing in 
the same markets and in the same 
line of business, who provides a simi- 
lar facility and performs the same 
service in the transportation of his 
property. Federal Sugar Refining Co 
vs B & O et al (2888), 20 1 C C Rep, 
200; March il, p 424. 

—Courts, Federal: Federal jury at 
Philadelphia returns verdict § for 
$62,657.75 damages against the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad in favor of the Car- 
bon Coal & Coke Co et al, because 
of alleged illegal concessions granted 
os coal operators; June 3, p 


Interstate vs Intrastate Rates: The 


power of the nation to forbid dis- 
criminations extends to the discrimi- 
nations caused by the differences be- 
tween intrastate rates reduced by 
state mandate and legal interstate 
rates. Shepard vs Nor Pac et al (US 
Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 


Leases: The Commission has power to 


declare illegal a lease that creates 
an undue preference or disadvantage 
as between shippers. Sou Pac Term 
Co et al vs I C C et al (U S Sup Ct); 
March 4, p 399. 


Reparation—Courts: American Creosote 


Co files suit in United States Circuit 
Court at New Orleans for $556,000 
damages because of alleged discrimi- 
natory rates on ties on the Illinois 
a a April 15, p 645; April 22, p 


Suspension of Rates: The Commission 


has power to suspend a reduction in 
rates to prevent discrimination, but 
a prima facie case, clearly persuasive 
must be presented before such au- 
thority should be exercised. In re 
Suspension, etc, 21 I C C Rep, 68; 
June 10, p 1027. 

Carriers should not 
make contracts which abrogate the 
Act to regulate commerce; they should 
not refuse, because of their own con- 
tract, to furnish a delivery that is 
reasonable upon tracks which they 
use as a terminal for the shippers; 
and they should not discriminate be- 
tween commodities in the delivery 
which they give, where no reason ex- 
ists for such discrimination excepting 
the presence of a contract made with 
a private corporation. Baltimore 
Butchers’ Abbatoir & Live Stock Co 
vs P B & W et al (2980), 20 IT CC 
Rep, 123; Feb 20, p 292. 


Wharfage: The assessment of a wharf- 


age fee at one port and not at an- 
other similarly situated is discrimina- 
tory. Lake Drummond Transp Co vs 
at Sou (N C R R Com); May 13, p 


Zinc Rates: New Jersey Zinc Company 


brands newspaper story that discrimi- 
nation in rates caused it to close 
down plant at South Bethlehem, Pa., 
as false; May 13, p 862. 


DIVERSION 


Extra Charge: A railroad cannot make 
an extra charge for service rendered 
in diverting shipment of live stock 
in transit for feeding and watering, 
shipment moving under’ through 


rate. Bishop vs D & RG (U §S Dis 


Ct); March 25, p 523. 


DOCKS 


See ‘‘Terminal Facilities.” 


See “Routes, Through, Specific.’ 


DRAYAGE 


See “Switching.” 


DRESSED MEATS 


See “Packinghouse Products.” 


DRESSING IN TRANSIT 


See “Transit Privileges.’’ 


EARNINGS 


See also ‘“‘Revenues.”’ 


Amount: Seven per cent on the value 
of the property devoted to public 
service is no more than a fair re- 
turn to whichthe railroad is entitled 


) 





under the federal constitution in 
Minnesota. Shepard vs Nor Pac et al, 
etc (U S Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 

Texas Lines: The Texas lines do not 
appear to have prospered as carriers 
in many other parts of the country 
have prospered. Railroad Commission 
of Texas vs A T & S F et al (1675), 
20 I C C Rep, 463; April 1, p 537. 


ECONOMY 
In Railroad Management: See “Rates, 
Reasonableness of—Advanced.”’ 


ELECTRIC LINES 
Through Route with: See “Routes, 
Through.” 


ELKINS ACT 
See ‘‘Rebates.”’ 


ELLIS, William, Commerce Counsel, Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway. 
Utterances: Addresses Traffic Club of 
Chicago on regulation; declares need 
now is constructive permissive super- 
vision as well as restrictive; railroad 
bourbon and railroad baiter are dying 
together; wants railroad representa- 
= on commissions; March 18, p 
467. 


ELMQUIST, Charles E., Commissioner, 
Railroad and Warehouse Commission, 
Minnesota. 

Utterances: Addresses St. Paul Traffic 
Club on question of reciprocal law 
for prompt payment of claims and 
penalizing shippers for filing claims 
not well founded; Feb 11, p 225. 


EMPLOYES 
Cars, Private— Free Transportation: 
Porters, cooks or waiters on private 
or chartered cars moving under tariff 
authority may be carried as employes 
(Conf Rul); April 8, p 614. 


EQUIPMENT 


Determining Rate—Shipper’s Liability: 
Where a shipper, without disclosing 
to a carrier the character or size of 
its shipment, orders a particular kind 
of equipment, loads its traffic there- 
on, and directs transportation of the 
shipment as loaded, it must pay the 
rate lawfully applicable to the class 
of equipment used, although a lower 
rate would have been available had 
the freight been loaded in another 
kind of car. Clinton Bridge & Iron 
Co vs CB & Q (3537), 20 I C C Rep, 
416; April 1, p 561. 


EQUITABLE ESTOPPEL 
See ‘“‘Estoppel.”’ 


ESTERLINE, Blackburn 
Appointment: Is appointed special as- 
sistant to the attorney-general of the 
United States in charge of Commerce 
Court work; March 11, p 461. 


ESTIMATED WEIGHTS . 
See “Weights and Weighing—Esti- 
mated.”’ 


ESTOPPEL 

Commission Has No Power: The Com- 
mission has no power to exercise the 
right of equitable estoppel in fixing 
a rate. Sou Pac Co et al vs ICC 
(U S Sup Ct); March 4, p 405. 

Tap Lines: A tap line having concurred 
in an advance is estopped from com- 
plaining through its parent lumber 
company of said increase. Kaul Lum- 
ber Co vs Cent of Ga et al (698 and 
707), 20 I C © Rep, 450; April 1, p 


i 


556. 
EXCESS CARLOADS 
Regulations: Rule allowing more than 


one, but less than two or more full 
carloads to move at carload rates 
upon one bill of lading not found un- 
reasonable. Scudder vs Tex & Pac et 
—— 21 I C C Rep, 60; June 10, 
p 1028. 


EXEMPTION OF LIABILITY 
See “Bills of Lading.”’ 


EXPLOSIVES 

See aiso “Rate Hearings and Argu- 
ments.”’ 

Containers: Announced that Commis- 
sion will omit rule from proposed reg- 
ulations which prohibited use of 
wooden barrels for inflammable 
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liquids with a flash point below 20 
degrees F; Jure 17, p 1107. 


Kanite—Rating: Held, That kanite, 


C L, in Official Classification territory 
should be rated second class, carload 
minimum 20,000 pounds, and L C L 
one and one-half times for first. 
Blumenstein vs P & R et al (3407), 
21 I C C Rep, 90; June 17, p 1086. 


u 
EXPORT AND IMPORT RATES AND 


TRAFFIC 


Boston, Mass., to Chicago, Ill.: Held, 


That rate on glue stock should not 
exceed rate on “‘fleshings, tanners’ or 
slaughterhouse offal and wet hide 
trimmings, carload.’” Barr Chemical 
Co vs P & BR et al (3387), 201 C C 
Rep, 77; Jan 28, p 155. 


Brokerage Charges: See “Brokerage 


Charges.” 


Grain, Ex-Lake, Buffalo to Seaboard: 


Rate of 4 cents per bushel on wheat, 
with corresponding rates on other 
grains suggested, but not ordered. 
Board of Trade, etc, vs Atlantic City 
et al (3575): New York Produce Ex- 
change vs N Y C & H R et al (3319), 
20 I C C Rep, 504; April 15, p 637. 


Long and Short Haul: Application of 


Carolina, Clinchfield & Ohio to main- 
tain lower rates on coal from Dante, 
Hurricane and Clinchfield, Va., to 
Charleston, S. C., for export than 
charged to Charleston and points in- 
termediate on domestic movements 
granted (Order No 16); May 13, Pp 
$52; May 20, p 909. 

—Commission grants temporary per- 
mission to Gulf Foreign Freight Com- 
mittee to continue status quo of im- 
port rates violating fourth section; 
April 29, p 802. 


EXPRESS RATES, REGULATIONS AND 


TRAFFIC 


Bombay and Fort Covington, N. Y., to 


All New York Stations of American 
Express Company: , Reduction in joint 
rates ordered. Shields et al vs Can 
Expr et al (N Y Pub Ser Com, 2nd 
Dis); Jan 14, p 88. 


Brick—-Sample: Held, That rates on 


sample bricks should not exceed mer- 
chandise pound rates, with a mini- 
mum charge of 35 cents. Ohio Face 
Brick Manufacturers’ Assn vs Adams 
et al (3495), 20 I C C Rep, 582; April 
29, p Fi4. 


California: Wells, Fargo & Co cited to 


appear before State Commission to 
com cause why present tariffs should 
not be outlawed; April 22, p 734. 


Claims as Rate Factor—Method of 


Packing: As damage claims increase 
the expense of carriage and thus af- 
fect the rates, it is reasonable and 
to the interest ofthe general shipping 
public, as well as of the carriers, to 
discourage shipping methods and the 
use of shipping cases that are lacking 
in safety. On these grounds and upon 
the facts disclosed by the record; 
Held, That the classification rule of 
the defendants applying minimum 
weights on shipments of merchandise, 
and more particularly millinery, 
packed in ordinary pasteboard or 
strawboard boxes, is not unreason- 
able; nor is the rule unreasonable 
that provides for the refusal of such 
shipments when not crated. Milli- 
nery Jobbers’ Association vs American 
Exp et al (2917), 20 I C C Rep, 498; 
April 15, p 642. 


Competition with Mails: Bill intro- 


duced in Congress by Representative 
Howard (Ga.), prohibiting competi- 
tion with postoffice in packages 
weighing less than 11 pounds; April 
15, p 699 


Dairy Products—Pulaski, Tenn., to Bir- 


mingham, Ala.: Held, That rate on 
eggs should not exceed 36 cents per 
case of 30 dozen. Franklin, Stiles & 
Franklin vs Sou Exp (3582), 211CC 
Rep, 88; June 17, p 1085. 


Double Graduate: Announcement made 


that leading express lines will abolish 
charging under double graduate scale 
on two or more line movements; Jan 
28, p 16 


9. 
Georgia: State railroad commission in- 


augurates exhaustive investigation 
into the a”%airs of the Southern Ex- 
press Company; May 13, p 847. 


Illinois: Judge Kohlsaat, United States 


Circuit Court, overrules demurrer of 
state commission to bill of express 
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carriers that it is without jurisdiction 
over their charges; Feb 25, p 301. 
—State senate passes Hearn bill giv- 
ing state railroad and warehouse com- 
mission jurisdiction over express 
companies (Feb 18, p 249). State 
senate, by vote of 47 to 0, passes bill 
giving state railroad and warehouse 
commission jurisdiction over express 
companies; May 13, p 862. 
—Reported that state railroad and 
warehouse commission will order gen- 
eral reduction in intrastate rates; 
May 27, p 954. 

Investigation: Rumored that Interstate 

Commerce Commission will soon begin 
country-wide probe into express situ- 
ation; intercorporate relations with 
steam lines likely to be scrutinized; 
May 6, p 810. 
—Representative Sabath (Ill.) intro- 
duces resolution in Congress calling 
upon Commission to make general in- 
vestigation into express business of 
country; May 27, p 954. 

Iowa: State commission issues order 
reducing charges from 5 to 20 cents. 
Iowa State Manufacturers’ Assn vs 
adams et al; Higley et al vs Wells- 
Fargo et al; State of Iowa vs Adams 
et al (Jan 7, p 36). State commission 
schedule temporarily enjoined by 
United States District Judge McPher- 
son; April 1, p 584. 

Live Stock: Held, That rates on 
horses, per car, from Phoenix, Ariz., 
should not exceed the following: To 
El Paso, Tex., $300; to Los Angeles, 
Cal., $320, and to San Francisco, Cal., 
$470. Arizona Ry Com vs Wells, 
Fargo & Co (3282), 20 I C C Rep, 571; 
April 29, p 776. 

Long and Short Haul: Application of 
Western Express Co to carry lower 
rates on fish from Montello, Wis., to 
Chicago, Ill., than to points inter- 
mediate denied (Order No. 8); April 
15, p 684. 

Michigan: State Senator Scott intro- 
duces maximum rate bill (Feb 18, p 
270). Senate passes bill (April 15, p 
69y). State legislature passes bills re- 
ducing merchandise and basic rates; 
May 6, p 834. 

Minnesota: Bill introduced in state 
senate giving Minnesota railroad and 


warehouse commission jurisdiction 
over express companies; Feb 18, p 
268. 

Missouri: Governor Hadley signs law 


giving state commission right to fix 
express rates, prescribe free delivery 
zones and fix railroad compensation 
for express hauls; April 22, p 734. 

Oklahoma: State Supreme Court rules 
Oklahoma corporation commission 
must re-open express rate case and 
~~" additional evidence; April 29, 
Pp 4. 

Relationship to Freight Rates: Con- 
tention that express rates should be 
a certain percentage higher than 
freight rates not sustained, as there 
is no material evidence of record as 
to the reasonableness of either the 
express rate or the freight rate. 
Franklin, Stiles & Franklin vs Sou 
Exp Co (3582), 21 I C C Rep, 88; June 
17, p 1085. 

Rules Governing Packing: Shipments 
in corrugated paper or pulp shipping 
eases, uncrated, over 70 and not over 
90 inches, should be accepted at act- 
ual weight. Millinery Jobbers’ Assn 
vs American Exp Co et al (2917), 2 
I C C Rep, 498; April 15, p 642. 

South Carolina: State commission rules 
that empty ice cream freezers must 
be returned free of charge; Owings 
vs Sou Exp; May 27, p 960. 

South Dakota: State railroad commis- 
sion orders reduction approximating 
30 per cent in merchandise intrastate 
rates (May 13 p 868). Express com- 
panies apply to federal court for in- 
junction; May 27, p 977. 

Statistics: Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission issues first annual express re- 
port; declares express is not a trans- 
portation service; discusses history of 
companies; net corporate income of 
earriers for 1909 was $15,382,553.58; 
Jan 14, p 87. 

Wisconsin: Bill introduced in state leg- 
islature by Representative Assembly- 
man Hurlburt to reduce intrastate 
express rates 25 per cent (April 29 p 
766). House committee reports sub- 
stitute measure which would reduce 
single line rates 20 per cent and joint 


| FEED 


FACILITIES 
See also ‘‘Allowances’’ and 


Freedom of Contract for Private Busi- 


Non-Transportation: 


Reasonable Transportation: 


FAY, Charles S., General Freight Agent, 


FAYETTEVILLE, O. 


FEEDING IN TRANSIT 


FEES 
FELT 
FENCE POSTS 


FERTILIZERS 


FINLEY, W. W., 


FIRE 


FISH 





rates 25 per cent (June 3, p 1015). 
State senate kills bill; June 24, p 1155, 






“Terminal 








Facilities.” 





























ness: The public stations, depots, and 
grounds of carriers to a certain extent 
are also their private property sub- 
ject to their own control with respect 
to any private business carried on in 
or upon them, provided the use so 
made of the property is in itself 
reasonable and contributes to the 
public convenience or to the advan- 
tage of the carrier without creating 
preferences or discriminations as be- 
tween shippers or travelers. South- 
western Produce Distributors et al vs 
Wabash (3583), 20 I C C Rep, 458; 
April 1, p 559. 























































































































Station restau- 
rants, news-stands, barber shops, and 
similar private enterprises at rail- 
road terminals, ordinarily conducted 
by outside interests, add to the con- 
venience of the public before the 
transportation by the carrier has 
commenced or after it has been com- 
pleted, and are no part of the ser- 
vice undertaken by the carrier for the 
public under its published tariffs. 
Southwestern Produce Distributors et 
al vs Wabash (3583), 20 I C C Rep, 
458; April 1, p 559. 































































































A receiv- 
ing station operated for carriers by a 
competitor in the same line of busi- 
ness is not a reasonable facility of 
transportation to offera shipper. Fed- 
eral Sugar Refining Co vs B & O et al 
(2888), 20 I C C Rep, 200; March 11, 
p 424. 

















































Sunset Route. 

Utterances: Describes rate-making in 
the south; its origin and develop- 
ment; classification, theories of rate- 
making, divisional grouping of rates 
and possible effect of long and short 
haul clause in southern territory; 
March 18, p 469. 















See “Routes, Through—Specific.”’ 







See “Grain and Grain Products.”’ 






Diversion to Accomplish: Extra Charge 
for: See ‘“Diversion—Extra Charge.” 








See “Costs, Court.’’ 







See ‘“‘Roofing and Building Material.” 






See ‘“‘Lumber and Forest Products.” 






Ottumwa, Ia., to Ohio River, Propor- 
tional on Southeastern Traffic: Repa- 
ration on former rate of $2.80 per ton 
on tankage denied. Morrell & Co vs 
CB & Q et al (3160), 20 I C C Rep, 
400: March 18, p 466. 

Shreveport, La., to Crossett and Ham- 
burg, Ark.: Held, That rate should 
not exceed 11 cents, carload minimum 
30,000 pounds. Meridian Fertilizer 
Factory vs V S & P et al (3614), 20 I 
C C Rep 554; April 22, p 727. 















President, Southern 
Railway Company. 

Utterences: In address before Washing- 
ton Traffic Club, declares that public 
opinion molds regulation policy; ex- 
pansion or repression of railroad ac- 
tivities rests upon popular interpreta- 
tion of regulative laws; railroads and 
people should understand each other's 
problems; Jan 21, p 127. 















See “Spur Tracks—Reasonable Regula- 
tions.”’ 







Long and Short Haul—Express: Applica- 
tion of Western Express Co to carry 
lower rates from Montello, Wis., to 
Chicago, Ill., than to points inter- 
—" denied (Order No 8); April 15, 
p " 










Fruits 









FLAT CARS 


See “Equipment.” 


FORESTER,, J. C., Secretary, Fort Scott, 


Kan., Industrial Association. 

Special Articles: Declares that great 
need now is presence of recognized 
relationship between rates; suggests 
national carrier-shipper rate board to 
work for establishment of a uniform 
relationship; March 18, p 487. 


FOREIGN RAILROADS 


Comparative Rates: See “Statistics—- 
Foreign vs American Railroad.’’ 


FOREIGN SHIPMENTS 


See “Jurisdiction of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission.’’ 


FOURTH SECTION 


See “Act to Regulate Commerce 


. Long 
and Short Haul.” 


FORWARDING AGENTS 


See ‘‘Consolidated Carloads—Ownership 
of Property.” 


FREEMAN, Thomas J., Receiver, Inter- 


national & Great Northern Railroad 
Company. 

Utterances: In address before Traffic 
Club of New York, declares that rail- 
roads should be allowed liberal profits; 
should be permitted to share in the 
prosperity they have created; public 
good-will and friendship of employes 
a railroad’s most valuable assets; Feb 
18, p 254. 


FREE TRANSPORTATION 


Cars, Private, Employes of: Porters, 
cooks or waiters on private or char- 
tered cars moving under tariff au- 
thority may be carried as employes 
(Conf Rul); April 8, p 614. 

Illinois: State senate, by vote of 34 to 12, 
passes Hurburgh anti-pass bill; May 6, 
p 825. (Note: This bill was killed in 
lower house committee.) 


FREEZERS, Ice Cream 


See “Express—South Carolina.’’ 


FREIGHT CLAIM ASSOCIATION 


Tustin, J. S., President: Addressing 
twentieth annual session, declares 
carelessness of shippers and carriers 
helps swell annual loss and damage 
bill of $30,000,000; both sides should 
woik to remedy this condition; June 
24, p 1140. 


FREMONT, Neb. 


Rate Adjustment: Fremont and Lincoln 
five-cent differential over Omaha on 
seaboard business restored; Jan 21, 
p 122. 


FRESH MEATS 


See ‘“‘Packinghouse Products.” 


FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 


Apples: E. N. Logmis, Vice-President, 
International Apple Shippers’ Associa- 
tion, declares development of box ap- 
ple industry is dependent upon stor- 
age in transit privileges being granted; 
contends that railroads would benefit 
by practice: May 13, p 867. 

California Points to Miles City, Mont.: 
Held, That rate on citrus fruits to 
Miles City from Redlands, Prenda, 
Pachappa. Arlington and Porterville, 
Cal., should not exceed $1.15. Gamble- 
Robinson Fruit Co vs Nor Pac et al 
(3444), 20 I C C Rep, 421; April 1, 
p 564. 

California Points to New Orleans, La., 
and Points in Colorado, Oklahoma, 
New Mexico and Texas: Rate of 85c 
on lima beans, considering blanket 
system of transcontinental rate-mak- 
ing, not found unreasonable. Law- 
rence-Wardenburg Co vs Sou Pac et 
a] (2730), etc, 20 I C C Rep, 638; May 
20. p 888. 

California Points to Omaha, Neb.: Rate 
of 85c on lima beans not found un- 
reasonable, considering manner in 
which rates are blanketed on trans- 
continental traffic. Commercial Club of 
Omaha vs Sou Pac et al (2736), 20 
ICC Rep, 631: May 20, p 886. 

Charleston, 8S. C., to Augusta, Ga.: Rate 
of 20 cents on bananas, in effect from 
May 4, 1909, to Feb 18, 1910, not found 
unreasonable. Audley Hill & Co vs 
Sou Ry (3376), 20 I C C Rep, 225; 
March 11, p 435. 
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Charleston, 8. C., District to Buffalo, fidence that pre-cooling can take the within customary industrial switch- 
N. Y., and Pittsburg, Pa.: Held, That place of standard refrigeration, under ing limits; rates where two carriers 
rates from Charleston, 8. C., should all circumstances, it is evident that the are interested not to exceed $4 per 
not exceed combination on Baltimore, great buik of the crop may be moved ear; where three, $5, with no charge 
Md.;: that rates from branch line by pre-cooling as applied by the ship- for empty movement in opposite 
points should not exceed Charleston pers. Arlington Heights Fruit Ex- direction; May 27, p 973. 
rates by more than the following- change et al vs Sou Pac et al (3000), Express: State commission inaugurates 
named differentials: From Meggetts, 20 IC C Rep, 106; Feb 25, p 282. exhaustive investigation into the af- 


Wadmalaw River and Yonges Island, 
Ss. C., on potatoes, 2 cents; on cab- 
bage, 2.5 cents, and on vegetables, 
N OS, 8 cents; from St. Andrews, 
Ss. C., on potatoes, 2 cents; on cab- 
bage, 2.5 cents, and on vegetables, 
N OS, 4 cents. National League of 


fairs of the Southern Express Com- 
pany; May 13, p 847. 

Western & Atlantic Railway: Railroad 
commission refers question of can- 
celation of lease with the Nashville, 
Chattanooga & St Louis Railway 
for alleged violation of contract pro- 
vision as to rate to Governor Brown 
for action (Jan 21, p 136). Governor 
refers question to attorney-general; 
Feb 11, p 235. 


—Pre-cooling at the packing house isa 
practical method which the complain- 
ants are anxious to use and for the 
efficiency of which they are willing to 
stard responsible, while the method 
advocated by the carriers is of doubt- 
. aie ful practicability and one which the 
( ommission Merchants vs A CLet al complainants do not dare to use and 
(3378), 20 I C C Rep, 132; March 4, p which the defendants are unwilling to 
389. 2 a. guarantee. Arlington Heights Fruit 
Charleston, S. C., to Northern Markets: Exchange et al vs Sou Pac et ai (3000) 
Rates not found unreasonable or un- 20 I C C Rep, 106; Feb 25, p 282. ¥ 
justly discriminatory as compared —Held, That following charges per 
with rates from Norfolk, Va., and car on oranges from California points 
Florida, points. Truck Growers’ Assn are not unreasonable: Missouri River, 
vs AC et al (2528), 20 I C C Rep, $60; Chicago, $62.50; Buffalo-Pittsburg, 
190; March 11, p 438. $72.50: New York, $85, and Boston, 



































GINGER ALE 
See “Liquors.” 


GLASS AND GLASSWARE. 
Capitan, N. M., to El Paso, Tex.: 
















































Louisiana, Intrastate: State commis- $77.50. Arlington Heights Fruit Ex- — —— _ -— er sont, ae 
sion establishes special rates on na- change et al vs Sou Pac et al (3000), es, a apron “a exces 16 cents 
tive grown fruits and vegetables, 20 I C C Rep, 106; Feb 25, p 282. — we Cl P & RI et al (3258), 
ranging from 5 to 28 cents C L, hauls —Held, That refrigeration charges on oT be Rep. 237: March 11 p 443. 
from 5 to 300 miles; and 10 to 42 strawberries to Boston, Mass., should aeeeeuiie Sean. ‘from St Louis, Val- 
cents L C L; March 11, p 454. not exceed the following: % — Park and Crystal City, Mo.: 

Mississippi: State railroad commission 32-quart crates. Held, That rates on plate glass 
promulgates peanut rate schedule; Min. Rate per should not exceed fourth class; fifth 
rates range from 5 cents for five miles _ From— crates. crate. class rate on rough-ribbed glass not 
to 18 cents for 200 miles: two line ee oe 300 16e found unreasonable. Memphis Freight 
hauls to take rates 25 per cent higher; Norfolk ..-....+++++++++ 240 18¢ Bureau et al vs St L & S F et al 
L CL rates to be 33% per cent in Marion, Only and Pitts- Fa ‘ (3663), 21 I C C Rep, 113; June 17, 
excess of C L rates; carload minimum, Ville «. essen eee ese eeee 300 1Se p 1083. . 

20,000 pounds (March 4, p 410). State Marion, Only and Pitts- y 

commission issues second schedule of Ville 21. eee cece ee eens 240 17 GLENN, John M., Secretary, Illinois 
rates, ranging from 5 cents for 15 48-quart crates. Manufacturers’ Association. 

miles and under to 15 cents for over Min. Rate per Utterances: Public knowledge of mu- 
200 miles, single line haul, carload From— crates. crate. tual dependency of carriers and 
minimum of 20,000 pounds; two-line SE = Sea Ose cov eww en 200 24c shippers most significant develop- 
movement, 25 per cent higher; L C L Norfolk ..........+....-. 150 29¢ ment of 1910 (part of Annual Sym- 
lots, 33% per cent higher; April 1, Marion, Only and Pitts- posium); Jan 7, p 21. 

p 537 PU ase orckeeetua.dewes 200 22c 

Refrigeration: Held, That charge on Marion, Only and Pitts- GLUE STOCK = 
pre-cooled shipments of oranges from WEST 68:3 uo6s so tacaees’ 150 27c See ‘“Packinghouse Products. 
California points to eastern destina- : 160-qt. crates. 
tions should not exceed $7.50 per car. Min. Rate per I er oes presidency of Mis- 
Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange et From— crates. crate. souri Pacific announced; will become 
al vs Sou Pac et al (3000); Feb 25, Norfolk ........sseeesees 160 30¢ chairman of the board of directors 
p 282. ; NGO TIE a's vaie ob RHR, Vows 120 36c¢ (Feb 18, p 251). Denies rumors of 
—In determining what is a reasonable Marion, Only and Pitts- split between himself and other in- 
charge for furnishing refrigeration for NEE ac tina tuetaes ste +S 160 28c terests in Missouri Pacific; March ; 
the movement of citrus fruits from Marion, Only and Pitts- 25, p 531 
California to eastern markets, nothing WY talk sore ie's Sthceae & 6 Bee 120 34ce , 
should be added by reason of the fact Sweeney, Lynes & Co vs N ¥Y P & N|GRAIN AND GRAIN PRODUCTS 
that a refrigerator car is used, since et al (3073), 20 I C C Rep, 600; April See also ‘“Milling-in-Transit.” 
that has been taken into account in 29, p 773. Alexandria, La., to Brownwood, Tex.: 



















establishing the rate of transportation, 
nor for the service of inspection, which, 
is substantially the same for all ship- 
ments; but the expense of transport- 
ing the additional weight of the ice 
and for repairs to the ice bunkers 


Rate of 56 cents on corn shucks via 
a route 911 miles in length not found 
unreasonable. Browne Grain Co vs 
Ft W & RG et al (3386), 20 IC C 
Rep, 410; March 25, p 501. 

Buffalo, N. Y., to Eastern Points, Ex- 


—Weight, Minimum: Minimum of 22,- 
500 pounds, or 535 crates, on 40-foot 
car of peaches under refrigeration, 
from Georgia to interstate destina- 
tions not found unreasonable. Geor- 
gia Fruit Exchange et al vs Sou Ry 





















should be considered. Arlington (299 9 99. Lake: Rates on grain, e. g., 13.3 
Senge ora Ears, " al vs Sou oy aaa 201 CC Rep, 623; May 20, cate eee = err a 
Feb i ad vatteils — Utah to North Dakota Points: Held, peering ee Trade etc vs Atlantic 
A te eM stieniaiteniaiaiaitin ad That rates on apples and other decid- Gity et al (3575), 20 1 C C Rep, 504; 
nics ooden ‘: eraean “ ted ys uous fruits from Hot Springs, Wil- April 15 , 637. 3 7 
ta deste ae tae Gate oe taal 8 lard, Brigham and Logan, Utah, via| pista Ww. ¥. to New Yorks, NY 
Steins of the carrier to furnish re- Silver Bow or Butte, Mont., to . <3 ’ xport): Rate of 4 
fr gerat on upon reasonable demand, Grand Forks, N. D.,. should not a ake b aera 4 hentai ae 
et on 4, > bone a minimum on apples in straight car- Sache = io of navigation, sug- 
may insist upon its right to furnish loads and 24,000 pounds on other ship- ested put not ordered. Board of 
that service Vactustvely: but it ap- ments; that rates to Fargo, Wahpe- Trade’ ete vs Atlantic City R R_ et 
pears that the service of pre-cooling ton, Valley City, Jamestown and Bis- al (3575); New York Produce Ex- 
as these shippers desire to use it, marck, N. D., and other Northern Pa- change vs N Y C & H R et al (3319), 
icine only he performed by the ship ae cific intermediate points in North Da- 20 I ca Rep, 504; April 15, p 637. 
themselves, and the Cusniniosion kota should not exceed the Grand Elk, S. D., to Anaconda, Mont.: Held, 
thinks that upon the present record Forks rate or the combination of in- That rate on mixed carloads of whole 
it is the right of these complainants termediate rates on Silver Bow or and cracked corn should not exceed 
to pre-cool and pre-ice their ship- Butte. Stacy & Sons vs O § L et al 55 cents. McCaull-Dinsmore Co vg 
ments. If. however, the carrier has ee 20 I C C Rep, 136; March 4, CM & St P et al (3335) 201 CC 
been put to additional expense in the P S75. Rep, 15; Jan 7, p 19. 


furnishing of the car or in the hand- 

ling of the shipment, it should be al- Ne eee ‘@ 

lowed proper compensation upon that | "&® *etroleum. 

account. Arlington Heights Fruit Ex- 

change et al vs Sou Pac et al (3000), GALVESTON DIFFERENTIAL CASE 
20 I C C Rep, 106; Feb 25, p 282. See ‘‘Texas—Differentials. 
—Carriers are not in case of pre- 

cooled shipments entitled to additional GARBAGE INCINERATORS is 
compensation by reason of the fact See “Incinerators, Garbage. 
that a refrigerator car is furnished, 

but they are entitled for repairs to ice bey tags , a Products.” 
bunkers to an additional charge per ee etroleum an rocucts. 


Erath, La., to Miles, Tex.: Held, That 
rate on snapped corn should not ex- 
ceed 31 cents. Browne Grain Co vs 
Gulf Colo & S F et al (3341), 201 C 
C Rep, 163; March 4, p 395. 

Fort Worth, Tex., from Chicago, IIL, 
Milwaukee, Wis., and Minneapolis, 
Minn.: Held, That rates on malt 
should not exceed 34%. 35% and 38e, 
respectively. Texas Brewing Co vs 
A T & 8 F et al (3211), 21 IC C 
Rep, 171; June 24, p 1127. 































ear per trip one way. Arlington Long and Short Haul: Application of 
Heights Fruit Exchange et al ve eu GEORGIA carriers party to Leland’s I C C No 
Pac et al (3000): Feb 25, p 282. Decisions, Cottonseed: State commis- 742 to carry lower rates to New Or- 
—Refrigeration and pre-cooling are not sion declines to order lower rates leans, La., than to certain Louisiana 
entirely different, and pre-cooling as on cottonseed for planting than when points intermediate denied (Order No 
practiced by the shippers differs from for mills; Feb 18, p 260. 7); April 15, p 684. 

that furnished by the carriers. Whiie —Terminal Charges: Fixes intra-ter- —Application of Canadian Pacific to 
it cannot be affirmed with entire con- minal or drayage rates for movement establish rates on grain and grain 
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Memphis: 


Reasonableness 


Texas Intrastate: 


Washington, 


Grain 


products from western points to sta- 
tions in Maime on the Bangor & 
Aroostook via Brownsville Jct, lower 


than rates to points intermediate 
aes (Order No 11); April 15, p 


Cc. B. Stafford, commis- 
sioner, Memphis Hay & Grain Asso- 
ciation, declares transit arrange- 
ments discriminate against that city: 
wants proportional rates; Feb il, p 
of Rates: There is 
no traffic, except lumber, upon which 
per ton per mile earnings are more 
helpful. In re Advances, ete (3500— 
Sub Nos 6 and 11), 211CcC C¢ Rep. 
22; June 3, p 986. 


South and North Dakota to Minneapo- 


lis and Duluth, Minn., Milwaukee, 
Wis., and Chicago, II: Proposed 
advances in rates on grain found not 
unreasonable, with the exception of 
certain departures from former re- 
lationship as between said terminal 
markets; certain minor details of ad- 
justment ordered corrected. In re 
Advances, etc (3500—Sub No 6; 


& § 6), 21 1C C Rep, 22; June 3, 
p 986. 

South Dakota to Omaha, Neb.: Held, 
That rates should not exceed the 
following: 

Coarse 
Grain. 
From Station. Rate. Wheat. 
CM & St P Ry-.: Cents. Cents. 
Chamberlain ......... 21 22% 
I SS aso weno Sco 20 21% 
ae 18% 20 
White Lake ......... 17 18% 
oy 15% 17 
Mount Vernon ....... 14 15% 
Mitchell .............. 12% 14 
Sioux Falls .......... 12 13% 
EE lk. Ge aes «o.e'0e 11% 13 
Marion Junction ..... 12 13% 
EE 3 0s p'sn'e bh cee 12 13% 
| hE Soe a 12 13% 
Running Water ...... 14 15% 
Eo oe ce dahl, we. 14% 16 
Sh ie 16% 18 
ES os oweink os bie 16% 18 
I, so ans wad chute 12 13% 
Tt rae 11 12 
C&N W Ry: 
OS Eee 12 13% 
.. | ei srerrrT: 12 13% 
COMGREVINIG ..occcicese 11 12% 
MEE hich wiore'G ed Saat ads 12 13% 
ile bs a. sls 5S oe 10% 12 
C St PM & O Ry: 
CEG en bgt coc b~ eves 12% 14 
SS eee 12% 14 
ED <u ald saw eo de i'w 12 14 
EE See 12 13% 
MEPODG: cnc cccccisece 12 13% 
Sere 12 13% 
ao 12 13% 
Rates to and from stations not 


named to be lined up in conformity 
with above rates. In re Advances, ete 
(3500—Sub No 11; I & S 22), 211C 
C Rep, 22; June 3, p 986. 

State commission 
amends tariff 2-B; Jan 28, p 174. 
—State commission grants readjust- 
ment of rates so that high mixed feed, 
C L, will take rate of highest rated 
— in the mixture; March 11, p 


—State commission issues order re- 
quiring preservation of identity of dif- 
ferent classes of hay moving under 
transit rates; March 18, p 488. 

—State railroad commission orders 
that L C L shipments of grain prod- 
ucts originating at milling points on K 
CM & O Ry of Tex, when loaded in 
ear with interstate grain products. 
take C L rate from milling point to 
destination; April 29, p 765. 


Transit Privileges—Starch: Withdrawal 


of milling in transit on starch at 
Cedar Rapids, Ia., upheld. Douglas & 
Co vs C RI & P et al (1828), 21 I 
C C Rep 97; June 17, p 1075. 
Intrastate: Announced 
that, as result of agreement between 
state railroad commission and Gr 
Northern Pacific Railroad, rates on 
grain will be reduced on road's 
ee Central branch; Jan 21, 
Pp ‘ 


GRIFFEN, C. H., Commissioner, Inter- 





mountain Demurrage Bureau. 
Demurrage: Shows how detention on 
bunched cars is figured out by chart 
plan; illustrated; March 25, p 520. 


INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


GRIT, Mica 
Texas, Intrastate: State commission 
adds mica grit to articles in tariff 
2-B; Jan 28, p 174. 


GROSS TONS 
See “Tons, Gross. 


GWATHMEY, Frank W. 
See ‘‘Moore, R. Walton.’’ 


HALF-HOLIDAY 
See “Demurrage.” 


|HANSEL, Charles, Expert in Charge of 
New Jersey Revaluations, 

Utterances: Addresses Southern Com- 
mercial Congress on valuation of rail- 
road property, discussing elements 
that must be considered in making 
fair appraisal; earning power, fran- 
chise and real value of the property 
important factors; April 22, p 735. 


HARRISON, Fairfax, President, Chicago, 
Indianapolis & Louisville Railway. 
Utterances: Addresses Transportation 


Club of Indianapolis on “Some 
Grounds for Encouragement in the 
Railway Situation; sees practical 


benefit in rate decisions and Brandeis 
theories; believes American roads will 
continue to go forward and prosper; 
April 8, p 602. 


HARTMAN, O. 
See “Routes, Through—Specific.”’ 


HAY 
See “Grain and Grain Products.”’ 
HIDES 
Los Angeles and San Francisco, Cal., to 
Manistique and Sault Ste. Marie, 
Mich.: Rates of $1 on green and $1.30 


on dry hides not found unreasonable. 
Northwestern Leather Co vs Sou Pac 
et al (2524), 21 I C C Rep, 66; June 3, 


Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion orders general investigation into 
reasonableness of rates and practices 
governing transportation of hides and 
pelts from western points to eastern 
destinations; May 13, p 859. 


HOCKING VALLEY RAILWAY 


Mergers: See “Ohio—Mergers.”’ 
HOES 

See ‘Tools.”’ 
HORSES 

See “Live Stock.” 


HOUSTON, Tex. 
Differential Rate Adjustment—Rice: See 
“Rice and Rice Products.”’ 


HOWARD, P. R. 

Parcels Post: Declares first step to- 
wards parcels post is for government 
to declare its monopoly on all pack- 
ages up to present four-pound limit; 
Feb 11, p 225. 


RUEBNER, Grover C., Instructor, De- 
partment of Transportation and Com- 
merce, University of Pennsylvania. 

“Railroad Traffic and Rates’’: See ‘“‘Pub- 
lications—Johnson and Huebner.” 


ICE CREAM FREEZERS 
See ‘“‘Express—South Carolina.” 


IDAHO 
Railroad Commission: State legislature 
provides for submission of question 
whether there shall be a railroad board 
2 at next election; March 18, 
p ‘ 


ILLINOIS 

Express: Judge Kohlsaat, United States 
Cireuit Court, overrules demurrer of 
state commission to bill of express 
companies, alleging that commission 
is without jurisdiction over their 
charges; Feb 25, p 301. 
—State senate passes Hearn bill giv- 
ing railroad and warehouse commis- 
sion jurisdiction over express com- 
panies (Feb 18, p 249). Bill giving 
state commission jurisdiction over 
express companies passed by senate 
vote of 47 to 0; May 13, p 862. 
—Reported that state commission will 
~~ 5 7 as reduction in rates; May 

» Pp : 


Free Transportation: 


Courts: 


indiana 





State senate, by 
vote of 34 to 12, pass Hurburgh antj- 

s bill; May 6, p 825. (Killed by 
ouse committee.) 


Legislation: Bill introduced giving com- 


mission contro] over express compa- 
nies, power to establish on complaint 
or its own initiative joint rates ang 
routes, classification, control over de- 
murrage, car distribution, facilities, 
ete., and supervision over securities 
introduced in state legislature. (Feb 
4, p 198). House committee on rail- 
roads reports substitute bill to replace 
measures considered; new bill models 
activities of state commission largely 
along those of Interstate Commerce 
Commission; Circuit Court of Sanga- 
mon County given same relation to 
state -board that Commerce Court 
bears to national rate body (April 15, 
p 695). House passes two railroad 
bills, one making commission ap- 
pointive, other elective (May 13, p 
875). Committee railroad bill passed; 
new law increases salary of commis- 
sioners, gives them jurisdiction over 
all common carriers, including ex- 
press lines, allows them to investigate 
property as well as personal injury 
accidents, adds long and short haul 
and interchange of traffic sections, 
gives commission power over joint 
rates and through routes, brings stor- 
age, demurrage and all other inciden- 
tal charges under board's jurisdiction, 
empowers commission to prescribe 
maximum schedule of charges for all 
carriers, which shall be deemed prima 
facie reasonable, lodges appeals from 
decisions with Circuit Court of San- 
gamon County, commission authorized 
to inquire into payment of claims and 
the expeditious settlement thereof; 
bill in many sections follows inter- 
state commerce law and definitions 
there given; May 27, p 971. 


ILLINOIS CENTRAL RAILROAD COM- 


PANY 


Reorganizes Traffic Department; F. B. 


Bowes made vice-president in charge 
of traffic; D. W. Longstreet, freight 
traffic raanager, and Donald Rose, 
European traffic manager, and V. D. 
Fort, assistant freight traffic manager; 
May 6, p 833. , 


IMPORT 
See “Export and Import Rates.” 


INCINERATORS, Garbage 
Hopkins, 


Minn., to Sacramento, Cal.: 
Assessment of rate of $1.65 on Decarie 
incinerator parts not found unreason- 
able or discriminatory. Decarie Incine- 
rator Co vs Minn & St L et al (3398), 
211 C C Rep, 71; June 17, p 10838. 


INDIANA 
Complaints—Cinders: 


J. M. Coffee files 
complaint with state commission alleg- 
ing rates on cinders from New Albany, 
Boonville and Ayrshire to Hunting- 
burg charged by Southern Railway 
are discriminatory; June 24, p 1141. 
—Clay: Murphy Bros, file complaint 
against increases in rates on burned 
clay building material; April 15, p 700. 
—Coal: Indiana Manufacturers & 
Shippers’ Association files complaint 
alleging recent increases in coal] rates 
have discriminated against operators 
in the state and allowed undue prefer- 
ence to eastern coal in the Chicago 
—e markets; Jan 14, p 99; Feb 4, 
188. 
F Goal: E. T. Slider attacks rates on 
coal, sand and gravel; charges dis- 
crimination against New Albany by 
Southern Railway: Feb 11, p 226. 
—Stone: W. O’Keefe files complaint 
alleging rate on crushed stone from 
South Bend to a siding two and one- 
half miles distant is excessive; New 
York Central and Lake Shore, de- 
fendants; March 18, p 490. 
—Switching: Angola Brick & Tile Co 
petitions commission to fix switching 
rate between Lake Shore and Wabash 
roads at Steubenville; April 8, p 596. 
State railroad commission de- 
clines to dismiss suits pending against 
the Chicago, Indianapolis & Louis- 
ville Railway for failure to promptly 
comply with commission’s orders; 
criticizes carriers for suits brought to 
enjoin enforcements of orders; Jan 
21, p 139. 
—Switching: State Supreme Court af- 
firms order of state railroad commis- 
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Indiana 


sion establishing $3 switching rate 
between Monon and _ Indianapolis 
Southern at Bloomington; June 3, p 


985. 

—Switching: Cleveland, Cincinnati, 
Chicago & St. Ry. attacks or- 
‘der of state railroad commission com- 
pelling construction of switch to pri- 
vate switch, in Marion County Super- 
ior Court; March 18, p 490. 


Cream, Separated: State commission 
rules that bagage rates on condensed 
milk and cream also apply to sepa- 
rated cream; May 27, p 960. 


Decisions—Clay: State commission fol- 
lows action of Interstate Commerce 
Commission and withdraws suspension 
of aaron rates on brick; May 13, 

870. 
P Switching: Chicago, Indianapolis & 
Louisville ordered to reduce switch- 
ing charge at Crawfordsville from $5 
to $3 per car; Mercer-Wheeler Lum- 
ber Co vs CI & L et al; April 1, p 
590. 

Legislation: Bills introduced in state 
legislature, with backing of Indiana 
Manufacturers’ & Shippers’ Associa- 
tion, giving state commission right 
to initiate complaints, removing two- 
year limit on duration of its orders 
making rate misquotations punishable 
by fine and permits award of damages 
upon approval by commission; initial 
carriers made liable to shipper for loss 
and damage; burden of proof in de- 
fending new rates to be on carrier 
(Feb 11, p 224). House committee re- 
ports favorably bill giving commis- 
sion right to suspend rates; substitute 
liability bill, along tines of Carmack 
amendment to Hepburn act, accepted 
by judiciary committee (Feb 18, p 
268). Lower house passes bill re- 
moving two-year limit from orders; 
March 4, p 419. 


Long and Short Haul: State commis- 
sion permits Chicago, Terre Haute & 
Southeastern to violate long and short 
haul rates in charges on coal from 
Clinton district to Indianapolis; April 
15, p 699. 


INDUSTRIAL ROADS 

See also “Tap Lines.” i 

Allowances: Commission holds informal 
conference with counsel of trunk lines 
and industrial roads to discuss ques- 
tion of divisions to the latter lines 
and roads that should be allowed com- 
pensation; June 10, p 1031. 


INFLAMMABLES 
See “Explosives.”’ 


INSPECTION, Boiler 
See ‘“‘Safety Appliances.’’ 


INTERCHANGE OF TRAFFIC 


See “Terminals—Giving Use to Com- 
petitor.” 


INTEREST 
See “Valuation—Reproduction.” 


INTERNATIONAL RAIL COMMISSION 

Report: Department of State makes 
public Knapp-Mabee report recom- 
mending creation of international 
board to regulate traffic passing be- 
tween Canada and United States; 
commission to consist of four members 
and have powers over international 
earriers similar to those exercised by 
Interstate Commerce Commission over 
interstate companies; chairman of 
Canadian and American commissions 
to be members of international board; 
Jan 7, p 44. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
See “Commerce.” 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMIS- 
SION 


Demurrage: Gives tentative endorse- 
ment to explanations to uniform code 
of rules, as issued by the American 
ane Association; May 6, pp 83. 


Express: Rumored that Commission will 

take up country-wide investigation 
into express situation; intercorporate 
relations of these companies with 
steam lines likely to be closely scruti- 
nized; May 6, p 810. 


Financial: See ‘“Statistics—Railway.’’ 
Functions of: See “Interstate Commerce 


Investigation: Commission orders in- 


Dp , 
Policy of: It is not for the Commission 


INTERURBAN ROADS 
Switch Connections: See “Switch Con- 


Through Routes, with: See ‘Routes, 


INTRASTATE COMMERCE 
See “Commerce.” 


IOWA 
Coal—Courts: 


Des Moines—Rate Adjustment: For di- 


Express: State railroad commission is- 


Legislation—Switching: State house 


Long and Short Haul: State Commis- 


Transfer—Court: State Supreme Court 


IRON AND STEEL 
Sash Weights. See ‘‘Weights, Sash.”’ 
Seattle, Wash., to Everett, Wash., In- 


Struthers, O., to Palmer and Worcester, 


Texas, Intrastate: 


JAMES, Francis B 
Opens session of committee on Commer- 


Special Articles: In brief, in Southeast- 


INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


Jurisdiction 49 








—Statistical Reports: See “Express—-|JEFFERY, J. C., Interstate Commerce 


Statistics.”’ 


Commission—Jurisdiction.”’ 


quiry into reasonableness of rates and 
practices governing transportation of 
wools, hides and pelts from western 
points to eastern destinations; May 13, 


859 


to say that it may have a policy of its 
own which in any degree runs coun- 
ter to the powers granted to it and 
the duties imposed upon it. In re In- 
vestigation of Advances in Rates bv 
Carriers of W T L, ete (3500), 20 I C C 
Rep, 307; Feb 25, p 334. 


nections—Local Laws.’’ 


Through—Electric Lines.” 


United States District 
Court, Judge McPherson, issues tem- 
porary restraining order, enjoining en- 
forcement of state commission’s re- 
ductions in rates on soft lump and nut 
coals (Jan 7, p 48). Extends injunc- 
tion so as to free all roads from com- 
ear with commission’s order; Feb 
» Pp 182. 


gest of petitions attacking rates be- 
tween Des Moines and points east, in- 
volving long and short haul clause, see 
under complaints; ‘“‘Complaints—Bar- 
ber Asphalt Co et al vs CRI & P 
et al (4098)”" and ‘‘Waterbury Chem- 
ical Co et al vs C B & Q (4099).”’ 


sues order reducing intrastate charges 
from five to twenty cents. Iowa State 
Manufacturers’ Assn vs Adams Ex- 
press et al, ete (Jan 7, p 36). Schedule 
of rates temporarily enjoined by 
United States District Judge Mc- 
Pherson; April 1, p 584. 


passes bill defining switching service 
and increasing state board’s powers 
thereover; April 15, p 696. 


sioner Ketchum declares in favor of 
abolition of rigid clause in state laws; 
would leave discretion as to rate 
ee to contmission; March ll, 
p 457. 


sustains decision requiring St. Paul 
road to accept traffic for transporta- 
tion at intrastate rates in foreign 
cars; April 15, p 668. 


trastate: Held, That rate on pig iron 
should not exceed $1 per ton. Wash- 
ington Stove Works vs Nor Pac et al 
(Wash R R Com); March 11, p 457. 


Mass.: Rate of $3.40 per ton on iron 
and steel rods from Struthers, O., to 
Palmer and Worcester, Mass., as com- 
pared with rate of $3 from Monessen, 
Pa., for a longer haul over the same 
line in the same direction, not found to 
constitute a violation of section 4 of 
the Act as it existed prior to June 18, 
1910. Wright Wire Co et alvs P & 
L E et al (3265), 211 C C Rep, 64; June 
3, p 995. 

State commissfon 
establishes rates on iron and steel ar- 
ticles between Galveston and Beau- 
mont; Jan 28, p 174. 


cial law of American Bar Association 
with remarks on necessity of making 
business laws in harmony with sound 
jurisprudence and practical and com- 
mercial economics; June 10, p 1056. 


ern Rate Case, contends that Com- 
merce Court has jurisdiction to hear 
shipper’s complaint against an order 
of the Commission; June 10, p 1034. 











Brokerage Charges: 


Attorney, Gould Lines. 


Long and Short Haul: Files brief with 


Commission, taking position that the 
amended fourth section of the Act of 
1910 is not substantially dissimilar 
from the original provision of Act of 
1887; rail and water competition 
should be recognized as special Cases 
requiring exemption from hard and 
= requirements of law; May 6, p 
12. 


JOHNSON, Emory R., Professor, Depart- 


ment of Transportation and Commerce, 
University of Pennsylvania. 


“Railroad Traffic and Rates’’: See 


‘‘Publications—Johnson and Huebner.” 


JOHNSON, L. E., President, Norfolk & 


Western Railway Company. 


Utterances: Addresses Southern Com- 


mercial Congress on railway outlook 
in the South; field for development is 
large, but extension of transportation 
service is dependent upon public’s at- 
titude; declares general charge of 
watered stock in southern roads un- 
founded; May 27, p 946. 


JOHNSTON, J. H., Traffic Manager, Okla- 


homa Traffic Association. 


Special Articles: Declares there is need 


for rate adjustment board of shippers 
and carriers who would work towards 
securing uniformity of rate schedules 
in different sections of the country; 
March 11, p 459. 

—Declares that present rate-basing 
plan is a failure; system of breaking 
rates Without justification for its con- 
tinued existence; May 13, p 862. 


JOINT RATES 
See ‘“‘Routes, Through.”’ 


JURISDICTION OF THE COMMERCE 


COURT 


Reparation: R. Walton Moore and Frank 


Gwathmey, in brief for carriers in 
Thompson Lumber Co et al vs Inter- 
state Commerce Commission et al, 
deny court has jurisdiction to award 
reparation or order said award when 
same has been denied by Commission; 
contend that shippers voluntarily sub- 
mitting such claims to the Commis- 
sion elect a remedy which provides no 
review on an adverse decision; May 
20, p 903; May 27, p 964. 


Shipper’s Right to Be Heard: Francis 


B. James, in brief in Southeastern 
Rate Case, contends court has power 
to hear complaint of shipper against 
an order of the Commission; June 10, 
p 1034. 


JURISDICTION OF THE INTERSTATE 


COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Alaska: Supreme Court for the District 


of Columbia denies petition of Hum- 
boldt Steamship Company for writ of 
mandamus to compel the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to assume 
jurisdiction over Alaskan traffic (Jan 
14, p 99). Court of Appeals for the 
District holds that Commission has 
jurisdiction over Alaskan traffic. Hum- 
boldt Steamship Co vs I C C; June 3, 
p 1007. 

Custom house 
brokerage charges are not within the 
jurisdiction of the Commission (Conf 
Rul); April 8, p 614. 


Estoppel: The Commission has no power 


to condemn an advance in rates on 
the grounds of equitable estoppel. 
Sou Pac Co et alvs IC C (U § Sup 
Ct); March 4, p 405. 


Foreign Shipments—Rebates: The in- 


terstate commerce act does not apply 
to traffic moving from a foreign coun- 
try through the United States to an- 
other foreign country. United States 
vs P & R Ry (U S Dist Ct); May 27, 
p 977; June 17, p 1089. 


Laws, Local, Cannot Block: A local law 


under which an electrically-operated 
interurban line has no right to de- 
mand a switch connection and inter- 
change of traffic with a steam railway 
is controlling only in so far as it re- 
lates to local traffic; it cannot be per- 
mitted to operate as an impediment to 
the movement of interstate traffic 
after Congress has legislated upon the 
subject by requiring such connection 
and interchange under certain condi- 
tions which in this proceeding are 
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shown to exist. Cine & Col Tract Co 

vs B& OS W etal (2062), 20ICC 

Rep, 486; April 8, p 597. 

Leases: The Commission has power to 
declare illegal a lease that creates an 
undue preference or advantage as be- 
tween shippers. Sou Pac Term Co 
et al vs I C C et al (U S Sup Ct); 
March 4, p 399. 

Misrouting: The Act to regulate com- 
merce confers upon this Commission 
jurisdiction over a complaint for the 
recovery. of a damage resulting from 
misrouting a shipment where such 
damage arises from a rate or charge 
in excess of the lawful rate or charge 
that would have applied via the route 
over which the shipment. properly 
should have moved, or movement over 
which was specifically directed by the 
shipper. Noble vs Jonesboro L S & 
B et al (3542), 20 I C C Rep, 520; 
April 22, p 728. 

Not General Managers: It is doubtless 
true that in its control over the 
charges which the railroads make this 
Commission exercises a power so ex- 
tensive as to justify the broadest con- 
sideration of the economic and finan- 
cial effects of its orders, but the gov- 
ernment has not undertaken to be- 
come the directing mind in railroad 
management. This Commission is 
not a general manager of the rail- 
roads, and no matter what the reve- 
nues the carriers may receive, there 
can be no control placed by the Com- 
mission upon its expenditure, no im- 
provements directed and no economies 
enforced; In re Investigation of Ad- 
vances in Rates by Carriers in W T 
Li, ete (3500), 20 I C C Rep, 307; Feb 
25, p 334. 

Rates—Primary: Upon petition to re- 
strain defendant from charging rates 
in excess of those fixed by a contract; 
Held, That question was one of the 
reasonableness of rates over which 
primary jurisdiction rested with the 
Commission. Sandusky Portland Ce- 
ment Co vs B & O (U § Cir Ct of 
App, 7th Cir); April 22, p 756. 

Rates, Suspension of: The Commission 
is not empowered to suspend the op- 
eration of a schedule after it has gone 
into effect. 
ete (I & S 14), 211 C C Rep, 61; May 
27, p 937. 

—The Commission has power to sus- 
pend a reduction in rates to pre- 
vent discrimination, but a prima facie 
case, clearly persuasive, must be pre- 
sented before such powers should be 
exercised. In re Suspension, etc, 21 
IC C Rep, 68; June 10, p 1027. 

Street Railways: See “Courts, 
merce—Street Railways.” 

Terminal Companies: The property of 
a terminal company necessary in the 
transportation of interstate and for- 
eign freight falls under the definition 
of a railroad in the Act to regulate 
commerce, and such company becomes 
a common carrier subject to the con- 
trol of the Commission. Sou Pac Term 
Co et alvs IC C (U S Sup Ct); March 
4, p 399. 


KANAWHA & MICHIGAN RAILWAY 
Mergers: See ‘“‘Ohio—Mergers.” 


KANSAS 
Courts: State Supreme Court affirms 
State railroad commission order that 
Kansas City, Kan., must be treated 
by the railroads as a separate entity 


Com- 


— Kansas City, Mo.; Feb 18, p 
Legislation: Representative Laidlaw 
introduces bill requiring carriers to 
make physical valuations of roads 
and file sworn statements thereof 
with state railroad commission; Feb 
Tl, p 3td: 


—Committee bill, replacing railroad 
commission with public utilities board 
of greatly augmented powers, favorably 
reported in the lower house (Feb 25, 
p 274). Bill passed; commission to 
be given full scope over operation of 
public utilities and common carriers 
within state; new commission must 
have business man and one experi- 
enced in common carrier or public 
utility management among its mem- 
bership; commission may investigate 
rates and practices of carriers on its 
own initiative; issuance of securities 
under control of commission, as well 






In re Rates on Lumber, | 





as regulation of rates; physical valu- 
ation authorized; April 15, p 691. 

Long and Short Hau!: State commis- 
sion calls attention of carriers to fact 
that rates in violation of long and 
short haul state law, unless with con- 
sent of commission, are illegal; April 
8 p 596. 

Passenger Rates: Stipulation signed 
between state and railroads by which 
2-cent fare continues without prej- 
udice to rights of carriers to attack, 


pending final decision in Nebraska 
case; June 17, p 1092. 
Rates, Illegal: State commission warns 


carriers against charging intrastate 
rates unless approved by the commis- 
sion; April 8, p 632. 
Returned 


Goods: State commission 
orders carriers to restore special 
rates on returned goods; May 13, 
p 858. 

Wichita: See ‘‘Wichita.”’ 
KANSAS CITY, Kan. 

See ‘“‘Kansas—Courts.” 
KANITE 

See ‘“‘Explosives.”’ 

KEGS, Beer 

See “Carriers, Empty.”’ 

KENTUCKY | : 
Complaints—Coal: Paducar Commer- 


cial Club attacks rate on coal from 
Illinois Central points to Paducah; 


June 17, p 1108. 
—Distillery Supplies: Elkhorn Distil- 
lery Co attacks rates on distillery 
supplies from Louisville to Elkhorn; 
June 17, p 1103. 
—Live Stock: Dealers charge transfer 
charges of Louisville & Nashville at 
Bourbon yards are excessive; horse- 
men attack same line’s rates on 
horses between Lexington, Louisville 
and Latonia; June 24, p 1139. 
Decisions—Coal: State commission re- 
duces rates from Big Sandy division 
of the Chesapeake & Ohio to Lexing- 
ton from $1.20 to $1.10 per ton. Payne 
vs C & O; April 15, p 677. 


McChord Act: See “‘Kentucky—Rail- 
road Commission.” 

Railroad Commission: United States 
Circuit Court, sixth circuit, sustains 


constitutionality of MeChord act cre- 
ating state railroad commission; de- 
nies permanent injunction in Green- 
brier coal rate case; Jan 14, p 98. 


KETCHUM, N. S., 
sioner, Iowa. 
Utterances: Declares he would favor 
abolition of state rigid long and 
short haul law, leaving discretion as 
to rates thereunder with commission; 
March 11, p 457. 


KINDEL CASE 
Reparation: See ‘‘Decisions—Denver 
Laundry & Machine Co et al vs D & 
R G et al (3700).”’ 


KNOCKED DOWN 
Interpretation of Phrase: See ‘“De- 
cisions of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission—Pacific Coast Biscuit 
Co vs Spokane P & S et al (3135), 
20 I C C Rep, 546.” 


Railroad Commis- 


KRAKE, Horace G., Commissioner, Busi- 
ness Men’s League, St. Joseph, Mo. 
Utterances: Harmony and efforts of 
shippers and carriers to get together 
meets hard sledding in 1910 (part of 
Annual Symposium); Jan 7, p 21. 


LAKE SHORE & MICHIGAN SOUTH- 
ERN RAILROAD 
Mergers: See “Ohio—Mergers.”’ 


LATH 
See “Lumber and Forest Prdducts.” 


LATHROP, Gardner, General 
Santa Fe Lines. 

Utterances: Addresses St. Joseph 
Prosperity Dinner on “‘The Relations 
of Railroads to Prosperity’’; declares 
that if public and carriers will pool 


Solicitor 


issues, good times unexampled will 
follow; June 10, p 1037. 

LAWS, Local 

Cannot Block Interstate Commerce: 


A local law under which an electri- 
cally operated interurban line has’ no 
Tight to demand a switch connection 














Live Stock 





—. 


and interchange of traffic with a 
steam railway is controlling only in 
so far as it relates to local traffic: jt 
cannot be permitted to operate as 
an impediment to the movement of 
interstate traffic after the Congress 
has legislated upon the subject by re. 
quiring such connection and inter- 
change under certain conditions 
which in this proceeding are shown 
to exist. Cine & Col Tract Co ys 
B& OS W et al (2062), 20 1cc¢ 
Rep, 486; April 8, p 597. 


LEASES 

See also ‘“‘Contracts.”’ 

Unlawful: The Commission has power 
to declare illegal a lease that creates 
an undue preference or advantage as 
between shippers. Sou Pac Term Co 
et al vs TC C et al (U S Sup Ct); 
March 4, p 399. 


LEGISLATION, Local 
For legislative activities of various 
states, see the respective state head- 


ings; for principles governing local 
vs interstate laws, see “Laws—I.0- 
cal.”’ 


LEGISLATION, National 

Clearance (Martin Bill): 
dustrial Traffic League 
port on; April 15, p 674. 

Express: Representative Sabath, 11)., 
introduces resolution calling upon In- 
terstate Commerce Commission t 
make general investigation into ex- 
press companies’ business; May 27 

954. 

Panama Canal Tolls: Effort made to 
bring up question of charges against 
ships using canal; democrats appear 
against legislation at this time; 
Mann introduces bill fixing rates be- 
tween 50 cents and $1.50 per ton; 
June 10, p 1043. 

Parcels Post: Bill introduced by Rep- 
resentative Howard (Ga.) prohibiting 
competition with postoffice in carry- 
ing packages less than 11 pounds in 
weight; April 15, p 699. 

Railroad, in General: Attitude of lead- 
ers in Congress makes prospects of 
early changes in commerce laws very 
remote; June 3, p 1012. 


LESS-THAN-CARLOAD FREIGHT 


National In- 
receives re- 


) 


Marking: See ‘Marking Freight.’ 
LIABILITY 

See ‘‘Carriers, Common.” 
LIGHTERAGE ; 

See ‘‘Allowances—Sugar”’ and ‘“‘Termi 


nal Charges.”’ 


LIMA BEANS 
See ‘Fruits and Vegetables.”’ 


LINCOLN, Neb. 
Rate Adjustment: Lincoln has 5-cent 
differential over Omaha on seaboard 
business restored; Jan 21, p 122. 


LIQUORS 

Nebraska, Intrastate: Third-class rat-. 
ing on pop and soda water not found 
unreasonable. Fremont Bottling Works 
vs C & N W et al (Neb R R Com); 
Jan 7, p 40. 

St. Louis, Mo., to Cullman, Ala.: Held, 
That rate en beer should not exceed 
37 cents, carload minimum 24,000 
pounds. Scheuing vs L & N (3449), 
20 I C CG Rep, 550; April 22, p 722. 


Weights, Estimated: See ‘Weights, 

Estimated—Bottles.”’ 
LIVE STOCK 

Deliveries: Held, That defendants 
should make live stock deliveries on 
complainant’s side track at Gwynn’s 
Run, Baltimore, Md. Baltimore 
Butchers Abattoir & Live Stock Co 
vs P B & W et al (2980), 201 CC 


Rep, 123; Feb 25, p 292. 

Express: Held, That rate on horses, 
per car, from rhoenix, Ariz., should 
not exceed the following: To El 
Paso, Tex., $300; to Los Angeles, Cal., 
$320, and to San Francisco, Cal., 
$470. Arizona Ry Com vs Wells, 
Fargo & Co (3282), 20 I C C Rep, 571; 
April 29, p 776. 

Feeding-in-Transit: 
Diversion: See 
Charge.”’ 

Fort Worth, Tex., 


Extra Charge for 
“Diversion—Extra 


to Soldani, Okla.: 
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Kansas City, Mo., to St. Louis, Mo., 


Loss and Damage: Validity of limited 


Oklahoma (Intrastate): State commis- 


Oklahoma—Switching: “See 


Oregon: State commission announces 


Twenty-Eight-Hour Law: Judge Mun- 


LOADING 
Texas: State 


LOADING CHARGES 
Liability for—Carrier’s Error: It ap- 


LOCAL LAWS 
See “Laws, Local.” 


LOCOMOTIVES 
Should Not Be Subject to Class Rates: 


Live Stock 






Rate of 241-3 cents not found unrea- 
sonable. Big Canon Ranch Co et al 
vs GH &S A et al (3326), 201 CC 
Rep, 573; April 22, p 723. 


and Other Mississippi River Cross- 
ings: Suspension of tariffs advancing 
cattle rates from 14% to 17 cents; 
hogs from 16% to 18% cents, and 
sheep from 171% to 20 cents, vacated 
without prejudice. In re Advance of 
Rates on Live Stock, ete (I & § 9), 21 
1c C Rep, 119; June 24, p 1118. 


liability contract appealed to Su- 
preme Court. C St P M & O vs 
Latta; April 29, p 795. 


sion fixes schedule of rates; carriers 
publish the same under protest; 
March 4, p 373. 

“Okla- 
homa—Switching.”’ 


it will not attempt to regulate live 
stock transportation conditions until 
new law on subject goes into effect 
in May; March 18, p 464. 


ger, United States Circuit Court of 
Appeals, in U S vs A T & SF, holds 
that 36 hours is the extreme limit for 
holding sheep in car and that pro- 
vision applies only when the 28-hour 
period expires at night; March 4, p 
419. 


commission extends 
emergency loading order so as to in- 
clude Houston; Feb 18, p 270. 

\ 


pears that after the car was partly 
unloaded the delivering carrier noti- 
fied the consignee that, owing to a 
mistake in classification, additional 
charges must be paid, and, when the 
consignee declined to pay such addi- 
tional charges, insisted that the por- 
tion of the carload which had been 
already removed should be returned 
to the car, which the consignee did. 
Held, That the expenditure due to 
removing and restoring a part of the 
earload was the direct consequence 
of the unlawful act of the delivering 
earrier in declining to deliver this 
earload, for whieh reparation should | 
be awarded. A. George Schulz Co vs 
CM & St P et al (3486), 20 IC C 
Rep, 403; March 18, p 465. 





Complaints—Fertilizers: 


Utterances: Declares business outlook 


LUMBER AND FOREST PRODUCTS 
Arkansas Southern Points via Ruston, 





Locomotives and locomotives and 
tenders, live or dead, on their own 
wheels, are somewhat in the nature 
of an anomalous commodity particu- 
larly susceptible to individual treat- 
ment and should not be subjected to 
class rates. In re Advances in Rates 
on Locomotives ete (I & S 23), 21 I 
C C Rep, 103; June 24, p 1123. 


Southern Classification Territory: 
Held, That rates on live locomotives 
and tenders, on own wheels, should 
not exceed 30 cents per mile; that 
rates on locomotives and_ tenders, 
dead, on own wheels, should not ex- 
ceed the following rates per ton per 
mile, on gross weight: 


Mills. 
Not over 200 miles..........+++- 6.0 
Over 200 and under 300 miles.. 5.8 
Over 300 and under 400 miles.. 5.6 
Over 400 and under 500 miles.. 5.4 
Over 500 and under 600 miles.. 5.2 
Over 600 and under 700 miles.. 5.1 
Over 700 mileS........-ss++eeee- 5.0 


In re Advances in Rates on Locomo- 
tives, etc (I & S 23), 21 I C C Rep, 
103; June 24, p 1123. 


LONG TONS 


See ‘“‘Tons, Long.”’ 


LOOMIS, E. N., Vice-President, Interna- 


tional Apple Shippers’ Association. 
Special Articles: Declares development 
of box apple industry is dependent 
upon storage in transit privileges be- 
ing granted; contends railroads would 
benefit bv practice; May 13, p 867. 
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LOSS AND DAMAGE 
See also ‘“Claims.”’ 
Limited: Validity of limited live stock 


contract appealed to United States 
Supreme Court. C St P M & O vs 
Latta; April 29, p 795. 

| 


LOUISIANA 
Commodity vs Class Rates: Commis- 


sion issues ruling that no commodity 
rate shall be higher than the class 
rate for the same articles; March 4, 
p 398. 

Reduction in 
rates on barnyard fertilizer from New 
Orleans to Texas & Pacific points 
asked in complaint by P. R. Herre- 
ford; March 18, p 490. 

—Rice: New Orleans Board of Trade 
petitions state commission for lower 
rates on rice from Louisiana points 
to New Orleans; June 10, p 1026. 


Courts, Federal: Judge Foster, United 


States Circuit Court, upon applica- 
tion of J. W. Thompson, issues or- 
der temporarily enjoining state rail- 
road commission from fixing or en- 
forcing its order fixing rates on 
gravel from Profit’s Island to New 
Orleans and the commission and rail- 
roads from interfering with the com- 
plainant’s right to use certain 
wharves and bins; Jan 21, p 142. 


Demurrage: State commission issues 


rule increasing free time allowance 
where shipper is without corporate 
limits of city or town and freight 
has to be hauled over three miles; 
March 25, p 519. 


Fruits and Vegetables: Commission es- 


tablishes special rates on native- 
grown produce ranging from 5 to 28 
cents, C L, hauls from 5 to 300 miles; 
10 to 42 cents, L C L; March 11, p 454. 


Shreveport Case: Monroe files petition 


asking that it be made co-complain- 
ant in Shreveport case (April 1, p 
581). State commission decides not 
to amend complaint so as to include 
Monroe, attack on Arkansas and Mis- 
souri rates; April 8, p 628. 


See also ‘“‘Complaints—Railroad Com- 


_ of Louisiana vs St L S W et 
al.” 
! 


LOVETT, R. S., President, Harriman 


Lines. 


good; says rate advance decision will 
not affect policy of Harriman lines; 
Feb 18, p 270. 

—Declares general conditions along 
system good; March 18, p 474. 


La., and the Vicksburg, Shreveport 
& Pacific to Points South of, North 
of and on the Ohio River: Suspen- 
sion of cancelation of rates on yellow 
pine and cypress lumber from Junc- 
tion City, Ark.; Randolph, Lillie, Ber- 
nice, Dubach, Ruston, Ansley, Hodge 
and Wyatt, La., vacated. In re In- 
vestigation of Rates on Lumber, etc 
(I & S 14), 20 I C C Rep, 515; April 
22, p 712. 

Boston, Mass., to Toledo, 0.: Rate of 
19 cents on spruce, lath and lumber 
found neither unreasonable nor un- 
justly discriminatory. Furnace Run 
Saw Mill & Lumber Co vs B & M et 
al (3256), 20 I C C Rep, 586; April 29, 
p 771. 

Brilliant, Ala., to Thebes, Ill.: Held, 
That rate on gum lumber should not 
exceed 20.5 cents. Beekman Lumber 
Co vs Ill Cent et al (3455), 20 1 C C 
Rep, 98; Feb 4, p 195. 

Cape Vincent to Syracuse, Utica and 
Ogdensburg, N. Lt (Intrastate): 
Rate of 7 cents on lumber and cedar 
posts not found unreasonable. Sco- 
bell vs N Y C & H R et al (N Y Pub 
Ser Com, 2nd Dis): Feb 11, p 228. 

Check-Weighing: Where a carload of 
lumber has been weighed twice and 
showed a variation, the weights ob- 
tained in weighing the car, both 
trucks at a time, preferred to one ob- 
tained by weighing them separately. 
Wheeler Lumber, Bridge & Supply 
Co vs Astoria & C R et al (3236), 20 
IC C Rep, 10; Jan 7, p 18. 

Courts, Federal: Railroads announce 
that they will contest decision of 
Commission fixing rates on lumber 
from southern southwestern points to 
Omaha and Lincoln, Neb., and Des 


Reparation : 


Weights, Over: 
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Moines, Ia., at 25 cents (Commercial 
Club of Omaha vs Anderson & Sa- 
line River et al, 18 I C C Rep, 532) 
to Commerce Court; hearing on repa- 
ration cases based on said order 
postponed (March 11, p 460). Santa 
Fe et al file suit in Commerce Court, 
asking that decision in Omaha case 
be enjoined; allege order is confisca-~ 
tory and without warrant or due 
process of law; April 1, p 580. 

—See “Courts, Commerce— Lumber.” 


Davenport, I4., from: Minot and Rome, 


Miss.: Held, That rate on cypress 
lumber should not exceed that to 
Moline and Rock Island, Ill. Daven- 
port Commercial Club vs Yazoo & 
M V et al (3312), 20 I C C Rep, 19; 
Jan 7, p 15. 


Devol, Okla., to Olney, Tex.: Held, 


That rate on fence posts should not 
exceed 7 cents. Maxwell vs Wichita 
Falls & N W et al (2895), 20 1 C C 
Rep, 197; March 11, p 444. 


Long and Short Haul: Cross-ties: Ap- 


plication of the Nashville, Chatta- 
nooga & St. Louis to establish same 
rates on cross-ties from Bon Air and 
points intermediate to Ohio River 
Crossings, as applied on lumber, tem- 
porarily granted (Order No 10); April 
15, p 684. 

Commission ends yellow 
pine reparation cases, approving last 
of compromise’ settlement agree- 
ments; May 20, p 922. 


Ties, Switch: The rate on switch ties 


should not ordinarily exceed the cur- 
rent rate on lumber. Fullerton-Pow- 
ell Hardwood Lumber Co vs Va & 
S W et al (3089), 20 I C C Rep, 86; 
Feb 4, p 196. 


Verdi, Nev., to Goldfield, Nev.: United 


States Circuit Court declines to en- 
join, pendente lite, decision of state 
railroad commission fixing lumber 
rates at $8 per ton and rough timber 
to $5; Feb 25, p 296. 

National Hardwood 
Lumber Association adopts resolu- 
tions scoring attitude of carriers on 
overweight question; May 27, p 978. 


West Edmeston, N. Y., to New Britain, 


Conn.: Held, That rate should not 
exceed 16 cents, but that carriers, in 
lieu of this rate, may establish rate 
of 13 cents from New Berlin, N. Y., 
to destination. Burton vs Unadilla 
Valley et al (3238), 20 I C C Rep, 75; 
Jan 21, p 124. 


MADDEN BILL 
See “Valuation—Congress.” 


MALT 
See “Grain and Grain Products.” 


MANAGEMENT, Railroad 
Economical. See ‘‘Rates, Reasonable- 


ness of—Advanced.”’ 


MANAGEMENT, Scientific 
See ‘‘Scientific Management.’’ 


MANTLE FABRICS 
See “Textiles.”’ 


MARATHON, O. 
See ‘‘Routes, Through—Specific.”’ 


MARBLE, John H., Chief, Division of 


Prosecutions, Interstate Commerce 


Commission. 


Personal: Appointed counsel for the 


Senate committee investigating the 
election of William Lorimer; June 17, 
p 1110, 


MARKING FREIGHT 


Rate Conditioned Upon: The provision 
in a tariff on low-priced cotton fac- 
tory products specifically named, re- 
quiring the articles to be plainly 
marked on the outside of packages and 
stated in shipping receipt or bill of 
lading, not found to be unreasonable. 
Muse Bros Co vs C RTI & P (3498), 
20 IC C Rep, 235; March 11, p 442. 

Rules on: It is clearly within the power 
and authority of carriers to establish 
reasonable rules requiring proper pack- 
ing and marking of consignments be- 
fore acceptance by them for trans- 
portation which will amply protect 
them from negligence by the ship- 
pers in this respect; but questions 
of what constitutes proper packing 
or marking must be settled before 
the goods are accepted by the car- 
riers; a rule fixing a higher rate for 
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Motter 


MOTTER, Louis W. 

Utterances: Addresses St. Joseph 
Prosperity Dinner on “The Man Who 
Pays the Freight’’; conditions born 
of increasing regulation can best be 
met bv frank and hearty co-opera- 
tion; June 10, p 1049. 


MUDGE, H. U., President, Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Railway. 

Utterances: Addresses St. Joseph 
Prosperity Dinner on Legislation vs 
Business; good laws should be en- 
forced, but publicity will be a strong 
antidote for unwise statutory restric- 
tions on big enterprises; June 10, p 
1042, 


‘ 
NATURAL ADVANTAGES AND DIS- 
ADVANTAGES. 
See “Advantages and Disadvantages, 
Natural.” 


NATIONAL FEDERATION OF TRAF- 
TRANSPORTATION 


Cincinnati Transportation Club begins 
preparations for calling meeting for 
a national organization (Feb 18, p 
269). Organized at Cincinnati, O., 
April 3. with J. V. Hartman, presi- 
dent, and C. K. Landes, secretary; 
April 8, p 630. 


NATIONAL HARDWOOD LUMBER AS- 
SOCIATION 
Overweights: Declares attitude of car- 
riers on question of overweights is 
unjust; May 27, p 978. 


NATIONAL INDUSTRIAI 
LEAGUE 
Executive Committee: Holds meeting, 
taking up subject of uniform classi- 
fication; uniform expense bills; Cali- 
fornia switching cases and refund of 
straight overcharges; Feb 25, p 305. 
Meeting: Holds session in New York; 
discusses terminal deliveries, clear- 
ance bill, general advance in rates, 
collisions at sea, offsetting of claims, 
causes of delay in settlement of 
claims; incomplete expense bills; sim- 
plification of tariffs and weights to 
govern carload freight; April 15, p 
674. 


i 
TRAFFIC 


NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTUR.- | 


ERS’ ASSOCIATION 
Traffic Meeting: 
men called by association simmers 


down to discussion of weighing and | 


check-weighing and possibilities for 
standardization; Feb 11, p 233. 


‘ 

NEBRASKA 
Decisions: 
attacking intrastate rates 
troleum, ete.: Held, That 
rates on diferent grades of same 
commodity, recognized by carriers, as 
in the case of lump and slack coal, 
should apply on crude and fuel oils. 
Competition with coal for fuel pur- 
poses necessitates establishment of 
corresponding basis of rates on oil, 


on 


empty return haul of tank cars, dan- | 


ger of combustion or explosion, and 
anticipated density of traffic consid- 
ered. Depletion of railroad revenues 
by substitution of oil for coal as fuel 
not a valid reason for continuance 
of existing rates on oil. Class D 
rates established on crude petroleum 
and fuel 
1911. 
(Opinion in full); Jan 7, p 38. 

—Weights and Ratings. Upon inves- 
tigation and hearing, it is found that 


shipments of ginger ale, ginger tonic, | 


cider, soda water and pop, in bottles, 
in cases, are shipped and returned at 
variable weights, some upon the bill- 
ing offered by the ‘shipper, some on 
weights guessed at by carriers’ 
agents, and some at actual weights; 
that such a practice produces in- 
equalities between shippers and a 
schedule of estimated weights to be 
applied on such shipments estab- 
lished, as follows: 
loaded, 95 pounds; returned, empty, 
50 pounds; two dozen 8-ounce pop, 
loaded, 45 pounds; empty, 35 pounds. 
Third-class rating on shipments of 
pop and soda water examined and 
found reasonable. Fremont Bottling 
Works vs C & N W et al; Jan 7, p 40. 
Report: Annual report for 1910 de- 
scribes how state commission fore- 


Gathering of traffic | 


Petroleum. Upon complaint | 
pe- 
different | 


oils on and after Feb 3. | 
Wilson vs Union Pac et al} 


Two dozen quarts, | 


stalled injunction proceedings against 
maximum rate laws by having car- 
riers enjoined from disobedience; 
though measures are now in litiga- 
tion, the public is enjoying the bene- 
fits of the reductions made there- 
under; commission wants no new 
laws, but suggests amendments to 
existing statutes; commends friendly 
spirit displayed by carriers in dealing 
with the board; Jan 14, p 91. 


NEVADA 


Complaints: Meyers Mercantile Co et 
al allege rates between Carson City 
and Truckee, Virginia & Truckee 
points are excessive; March 25, p 502. 
—W. I. Mitchell Co allege Virginia & 
Truckee has failed to provide reason- 
able switching services at Reno; 
March 25, p 502. 

Courts, Federal: United States Circuit 
Court, Ninth District, declines to en- 
join, pendente lite, decision of state 
commission reducing lumber rates 
from Verdi to Goldfield; holds that 
presumption is that a commission- 
made rate is just and that if such 
rate, when fairly made, is in conflict 
with a railroad-made interstate rate 
the latter must yield. Woodside vs 
Tonopah & G et al; Southern Pacific 
vs R R Com et al; Feb 25, p 296. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Railroad Rate Situation: Speaker of 
the house authorized to appoint spe- 
cial committee to consider subject 
of railroad rates (Jan 21, p 134). Su- 
preme Court upholds state’s conten- 
tion that advances in rates on lines 
leased or merged with the Boston & 
Maine under the acts of 1883, 1889 
and 1892 were illegal (Feb 25, p 305). 
Special committee of house of repre- 
sentatives unable to reach, conclusion 
as to final solution of rate question; 
recommends a fuller investigation 
and that present rates on Boston & 
Maine be allowed to remain in force 
pending said investigation (April 1, 
p 588). Special house committee sub- 
mits report, adopted by legislature, 
allowing continuahve of present Bos- 
ton & Maine rates until July 1, 1913, 
subject to change by order of the 
public service commission, which is 
to investigate subject and report to 
governor not later than December, 
1912; reparation on suit allowed on 
rates declared unreasonable after 
passage of act; April 15, p 693, 


i) 


-| NEW JERSEY 


| Legislation: State senate passes bill 
giving railroad commission right to 


fix rates; April 15, p 700. 


| NEWS-STANDS, Station 

| See “Facilities—Non-Transportation.” 

| ? 
|NEW YORK 

Canals: See ‘Statistics.’ 

| Complaints—Commutation Rates; Resi- 

dents of Pittsford petition public ser- 
vice commission for order restoring 
commutation rates to Rochester via 
Rochester & Eastern; May 27, p 949. 
—Pulp Wood: St Regis Paper Co files 
complaint with public service com- 
mission, second district, asking for 
refund on pulp wood shipments from 
Lowville to Carthage, moving prior 
to Jan 15, 1910; May 27, p 943. 
—Sand: J. E. Carroll Sand Co file 
complaint with public service com- 
mission, alleging rate on sand and 
gravel from Attica to Batavia is ex- 
cessive; June 3, p 984. 
—Wall Paper: Aldrich Paper Co files 
complaint against New York Central 
et al with public service commission, 
alleging rate on wall paper from 
Gouverneur to Cortland is excessive; 
June 3, p 1011. 

Construction: Halite & Northern Rail- 
road applies to public service com- 
mission for permission to construct 
steam road between Leicester and 
York; April 1, p 537. 

Decisions—Express: Public service 
commission orders reduction in joint 
rates from Bombay and Fort Coving- 
ton to all intrastate points on the 
American Express Company lines. 
Shields et al vs Canadian Express 
et al; Jan 14, p 88. 

—Lumber: Commission finds 
rate cents on lumber 
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cedar posts from Cape Vincent to 
Syracuse, Utica and Ogdensburg is 
not unreasonable. Scobell vs N Y C 
& H R et al; Feb 11, p 228. 
Financial: Albany Southern Railroad 
Company authorized to issue $52,000 
first mortgage bonds at not less than 
85; proceeds to be used for improve- 
ment work; Jan 21, p 141, 
—Buffalo Creek Railroad Co author- 
ized to issue $5,000,000 50-year 5 per 
cent gold bonds, secured by first 
mortgage; March 4, p 419. 
—Central New England Railway au- 
thorized by public service commission 
to execute $25,000,000 mortgage and 
to issue $12,317,000 bonds thereunder 
to discharge specified outstanding ob- 
ligations; Jan 7, p 35. 
—Fitchburg Railroad Co. authorized 
to issue $400,000 preferred stock at 
not less than par to discharge cer- 
tain existing liabilities; Jan 7, p 3. 
—Fonda, Johnstown & Gloversville 
Railroad authorized to issue $380,000 
4.5 per cent first mortgage bonds, to 
ag at not less than 85; Jan 28; 
p , 
—Geneva, Corning & Southern Rail- 
way granted modification of commis- 
sion’s order of 1909, reducing bond 
sale from $3,744,000 to $600,000, and 
of 1908 from $20,000,000 to $18,000,- 
000; March 18, p 490. 
—Lehigh & Hudson River Railway 
Co authorized by public service com- 
mission, second district, to issue 30- 
year, per cent gold mortgage 
bonds for $1,185,000, secured by its 
general mortgage, to retire certain 
=n obligations; March 4, p 


—New York, Ontario & Western au- 
thorized to issue $2,702,000 50-year 4 
per cent bonds; Feb 18, p 270. 

—New York Central issue of $30,- 
000,000 three-year notes approved 
bi public service commission, second 
district; March 18, p 490, 

Leases: Public service commission au- 
thorizes renewal of annual lease of 
New York & Ottawa by the New 
York Central; Feb 11, p 209. 

Legislative: Senator Stillman in- 
troduces bill to abolish present com- 
missions and substitute two ‘“‘corpo- 
ration commissions’’: would cut sal- 
aries one-third; Jan 7, p 35. 
—Senator Grady introduces bills to 
reduce number of public service com- 
missioners in each district, cut sal- 
aries and limit expenses; March 18, 


p 492. 
—Bill. introduced in lower branch of 
state legislature providing for ap- 
pointment of commission to investi- 
gate water traffic; May 27, p 968. 

Reports. Public service commission, 
second district, during calendar year 
of 1910, receives 2,071 complaints and 
applications; closed 1,670 of mat- 
ters presented: holds 554° hearings: 
authorizes $151,048,108 capitalization; 
Jan 7, p 44. 

Utica: See ‘Utica.’ 


NORTH CAROLINA 

Decisions—Brick: State commission 

reduces rates on brick; new rates run 
from 65 cents for five miles to $3.46 
for 300 miles, per thousand brick, 
against old rates of 90 cents and 
$3.70; April 29, p 802. 
—Wharfage: State commission holds 
assessment of wharfage fee at one 
port and not at another discrimina- 
tory. Lake Drummond Transp Co vs 
Norf Sou; May 13, p 868.. 

Rate Adjustment: State corporation 
commission, in report to legislature, 
declares rates from state ports to in- 
land points are on a lower basis than 
rates enjoyed by Virginia and South 
Carolina; Jan 21, p 140. 


NUCOA BUTTER 
See “Cocoanut Products.” 


NUCOLINE 
See “Cocoanut Products.’’ 


NURSERY STOCK 
Minnesota: State railroad and ware- 
house commission grants application 
ef roads to cancel half rates on trees 
and shrubbery, but reduces rating: 
on said articles; May 13, p 861. 


NUTS 
See ‘‘Fruits and Vegetables.”’ 


- 
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OGLESBY, 


Mergers: 


Routing: 


Delays: 


Express—Courts: 


Legislation: 


Rate Litigation: 


OFFICIAL CLASSIFICATION 


See ‘Classification, Official.” 


H. R., Commissioner, Mis- 

souri Railroad and Wateg Warehouse 

Commission. 

Utterances: Discusses prospects for 

~ = legislation in Missouri; Jan 
» P do. 


OHIO 


Coal: 
Ohio.”’ 
Decisions—Demurrage: 
sion condemns railroad demurrage 
code and that prescribed by itself in 
1908; orders new code; new code a 
modification of uniform rules. Ohio 
Shippers’ Assn vs Akron-Barberton 
Belt et al; May 27, p 943. 

—Station Facilities: State commis- 
sion orders re-establishment of 
agency at Woods, Butler County, and 
that road provide agent and adequate 
facilities for handling traffic there. 
Stephenson et al vs C H & D; March 
18, p 488. 

—Switching vs Transportation: Com- 
plainant is.located on the Baltimore 
& Ohio just east of. Akron; it has a 
side track connection with that line. 
Complaint is made that B & O re- 
fuses to, provide rates or accept ship- 
ments of sand and gravel for deliv- 
ery to the public team tracks of the 
Cleveland, Akron & Columbus and 
Erie roads in Akron. Held, That B 
& O be required to receive and the 
C A & C and Erie to accept ship- 
ments of sand and gravel, from com- 
plainant’s plant for delivery to the 
public team tracks of two roads last 
named in Akron; that when a rail- 
road is paid a proportion of a joint 
rate, or receives its local charges, 
it is not throwing open its terminals 
to another carrier, but ‘that if it 
should take a ear from a connection 
and place it on its’. public delivery 
siding, it would be so. doing and it 
is under no obligation to so do; 
switching distinctly contemplates a’ 
movement to or from a connection 
within the switching limits; a trans- 
portation service is that which in- 
volves two terminal services. Akron 
Gravel & Cement-Co vs B & O et al; 
June 10, p 1046. 


See “Courts, Federal—Coal, 


Demurrage: See ‘“‘Ohio—Decisions,”’ 
ante. 
Legislation: Senator Denton introduces 


bill enlarging powers of state com- | 
mission; Feb 18, p 249. 
Attorney-General Hogan in- 
stitutes quo warranto proceedings 
against Hocking Valley, Kanawha & 
Michigan, Zanesville & Western, To- 
ledo & Ohio Central, Lake Shore and 
Chesapeake & Ohio roads under Val- 
entine antitrust laws; asks exclusion 
of C & O from state and dissolution 
of other corporations: seeks to test 
right of Lake Shore and C & O to 
hold — of smaller lines; March 4, 
p 419. 

Attorney-General Hogan 
gives opinion that where there are 
two stations of the same name in the 
state, carrier will not be responsible 
for misrouting unless county is speci- 
fied; June 17, p 1110. ; 


OILS, Fuel 
See “Petroleum and Products.” 
OKLAHOMA 
Decisions: Live Stock: Corporation 
commission reduces rates on live 


stock, roads publish new charges un- 
der protest; March 4, p 373. 

State commission assesses 
fines against Missouri, Oklahoma & 
Gulf road for failure to move coal 
shipments as fast as required by 
boards’ orders; May 13, p 869. 

State Supreme Court 
rules commission must re-open rate 
case and consider additional evidence; 
April 29, p 794. 

Emergency Rate: Bill 
giving state corporation commission 
right to make emergency rates rec- 
ommended for passage by house of 
representatives; March 18, p 464. 
Injunction against 
2-cent fare and maximum freight 
rate orders of corporation commis- 
sion made permanent by United 
States Circuit Court of Appeals at 
St. Louis; April 1, p 581. 


State commis-. 


Switching: Commission promulgates 
switching code, naming $2 per car as 
maximum charge for minimum switch 
haul and $3 for maximum; declares 
that carriers should absorb charges 
on live stock at Oklahoma City and 
reserves right to consider question if 
a P  teaaomaieed adjusted; March 11, 
p 2. 

Weighing: Harmon Coal Co files suits 
with corporation commission against 
St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad, 
alleging violation of commission’s or- 
der requiring weighing of shipments 
at destination; April 15, p 698. 


ORANGE, Tex. 


Differential Rate Adjustment: See 
“Rice and Rice Products.’ 

OREGON. 

Class Rates: United States Circuit 


Court; sitting at Portland, decline to 
continue restraining order against 
Oregon commission class rate be- 
tween Portland, East Portland and 
Southern Pacific local points, pending 
final adjudication of case; Feb 11, p 
231. 

Live Stock: State commission an- 
nounces it will not undertake to reg- 
ulate live stock transportation delays 
until new act on subject goes into 
effect; March 18, p 464. 


OVER-BILLING 
See ‘‘Misbilling.”’ 


OVER-CHARGES. 

See also ‘‘Claims.”’ 

Courts, Federal: Jury in District Court 
at New Orleans finds Texas & Pacific 
guilty of assessing demurrage charges 
without warrant of tariff authority; 
Feb 4, p 205. 

—When a carrier accepts a shipment 
it is its duty to transport it to desti- 
nation and put it in the customary 
place of delivery for the consignee 
at such point of destination; it is its 
duty to keep the freight without cost 
to consignee until such delivery has 
been made. Us vs Tex & Pac, USC 
Dist Ct, New 

to jury); Feb 11, p 223. 

Delayed Refund of: The law expressly 
makes it illegal for a carrier to exact 
more than the lawful rate, and the 
Commission will regard it as it duty 
henceforward to enforce this pro- 
vision by indictment in cases where 
the carrier appears wilfully to have 
required payment of an illegal amount 
or refuses to make restitution im- 
mediately upon its attention being 
called to its improper and unlawful 
action. National Refrigerator & 
Butcher Supply Co vs Ill Cent et a) 
(3205), 20 I CC Rep, 64; Jan 21, p 123. 


OVER-WEIGHTS 
See ‘“‘Weights, Over.”’ 


OWNERSHIP OF PROPERTY 
See ‘“‘Carloads, Consolidated.”’ 


PACKING CASES 
See ‘Carriers, Emtpy.’’ 


PACKING FREIGHT 
See “Marking Freight.”’ 


PACKINGHOUSE PRODUCTS 

Boston, Mass., to Chicago, Ill: Held, 
That rate on import glue stock should 
not exceed rate on ‘“fleshings, tan- 
ners’ or slaughterhouse trimmings of- 
fal, and wet hid trimmings carload,”’ 
between the same points. Barr Chem- 
ical Co vs P & R et al (3387), 20 I 
C C Rep, 77; Jan 28, p 155. 

Jersey City, N. J., to Jacksonville, Fia.: 
Rate of 60% on fresh meats not found 
unreasonable. Florida Mercantile 
Agency vs P R R et al (3516), 21 I 
C C Rep, 85; June 17, p 1087. 


PAINTS 

Texas, Intrastate: State commission 
establishes between Galveston and 
Beaumont, Jan 28, p 174. 


PANAMA CANAL’ 
Tolls: BEffert made to bring up in Con- 
gress question of charges to be made 
against ships using canal; democrats 
appear against legislation at this 
time; Mann introduces bill fixing 


— 


rates between 50 cents and $1.50 per 
ton; June 10, p 1043. 


PANAMA ISTHMUS 
Rates: Announcement made that goy. 
ernment and rail and independent 
steamship lines have agreed on new 
divisions of rates for traffic movin 
via isthmus; flat rate to be abolishes 
but no general advance in charges 
to be made; April 29, p 799. ; 


PAPER AND PAPER STOCK 

Chip-Board Cartons: Held, That these 
should be rated not higher than wooa. 
pulp board cartons and other similar 
articles, A, George Schulz Co vs ¢ y 
& St P et al (3486), 201 CC Rep, 493: 
March. 18, p 465. ie 

Little Falls and Albert, Lea Minn., be- 
tween: State commission fixes rate at 
12.5 cents. Hennepin Paper Co ys 
Nor Pac et al (Minn R R & Ware- 
house Com); April 29, p 782. 

Texas, Intrastate: Rate on news or 
print paper from Houston to other 
Texas points as specified in commis- 
sion tariff 17-A, fixed by state board 
at 22 cents; from Galveston, 25 cents: 
Jan 28, p 174. 

Wax: Held, That a specific rate having 
been established on wax paper, defend- 
ants were compelled to apply it to all 


grades and qualities regardless of the 
use to which the paper. might be put. 
Pacific Coast Biscuit Co vs OR &N 
et al (3097), 20 I C C Rep, 178; March 


4, p 386, 


PAPER, Roofing and Building 
See “Roofing and Building Material.” 


PARCELS POST 
See also under ‘“‘Washington.News Di- 
gest.”’ 
Howard, P, R.: - Declares first .step to- 
wards parcels post is for government 
to declare its monopoly over all pack- 


ages up to the present 4-pound limit: 
Feb 11, p 225. 
Legislation: Representative Howard 


(Ga.) introduces bill in Congress pro- 
hibiting competition with postoffice 
in carrying packages weighing less 
than 11 pounds; April 15, p 699. 


leans (Judge’s charge | PARTIES-AT-LAW 


Assignees: The Commission expresses 
no opinion on the question of whether 
the assignee of a claim for reparation 
can maintain proceedings in his own 
name before the Commission. O’Brien 
Commercial Co (2257), 20 I C C Rep, 
68; Jan 14, p 81. 

Reparation Order: Where an unreason- 
able joint rate has been collected, and 
the only question involved is repara- 
tion upon past shipments, the liability 
of the parties to such rate is joint 
and several, and the Commission may 
award reparation against one of the 
roads which participated in the traffi 
even though other roads which per- 
formed a part of the service are not 
made defendants; Independent Re- 
finers’ Assn vs W N Y & PRR Co, 
6 I C C Rep, 378; cited. Webster Gro- 
cer Co vs C & N W et al (3536), 21 
I C C Rep, 20; May 27, p 940. 


PASSENGER FARES, TARIFFS AND 
TICKETS 

Arkansas: Two-cent fare law perma- 
nently enjoined by United States Cir- 
cuit Court; May 13, p 878. 

Bridge Tolls: A total charge approxi- 
mating 30 cents per passenger, con- 
sisting of a toll of 25 cents and mite- 
age, for passage across the Dubuque 
bridge, found not to be unreasonable 
when viewed from the standpoint of 
all the carriers participating in the 
traffic. Board of R R Com of Ia vs 
Til Cent et al (1666), 20 I C C Rep 181; 
March 4, p 380. 

Commutation Rates: See 
ings.”’ 

Kansas: Stipulation signed by rail- 
roads and state whereby 2-cent fare 
continues, without prejudice to right 
of carriers to attack, pending final 
decision in Nebraska case; June 17, 
Pp 1092. 

Long and Short Haul: Commission is- 
sues special order governing local and 
joint passenger tariYs in conflict with 
fourth section of Act to regulate com- 
merce; all local tariffs, by July 1, 
must observe long and short haul, un- 
less exemption has been granted by 
Commission; applications for exemp- 
tions must be filed by April 1; all joint 
tariffs observing section, except where 
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relieved by Commission must be on 
fle by Dee 1; applications for per- 
mission to disregard fourth section on 
joint rates must be filed by May 1; 
on March 1, 1912, all tariffs must ob- 
gerve fourth section, except where 
exemption has been granted by com- 
mission; applications to disregard 
fourth section on fares not covered 
by foregoing must be filed by June 1, 
1911; March 11, p 447, 
—Interstate Commerce Commission 
grants carriers in C P A territory 
permission to charge, until May 1, 
1912, through interstate fares in ex- 
cess of the sum of locals, where local 
state fares have been reduced by state 
legislative or commission action; said 
permission is based on assumption 
that carriers will test legality of 
state fares by court proceedings; car- 
riers denied permission to violate law 
so that fares may end in multiples of 
5 (Fourth Section Circular No. 3 and 
Order No. 19); May 27, p 969. 
Carriers may not disregard fourth 
section in order to have fares stated 
in multiples of 5; party fares, mileage 
rates and half-rates should be com- 
pared with similar fares (Fourth Sec- 
tion Circular No. 2); April 22, p 758. 
—Applications of Yazoo & Mississippi 
Valley (22), Oregon-Washington Rail- 
road & Navigation Co (24 and 31), 
Missouri Pacific (25), Mobile & Ohio 
(26 and 30), Illinois: Central (32), St. 
Louis & San Francisco (33), Missouri, 
Kansas & Texas (43), Santa Fe, Pres- 
cott & Phoenix (46), Eastern Railway 
of New Mexico (47), St. Louis South- 
western (48), Chicago, Peoria & St. 
Louis (50) and Union Pacific (51) to 
violate law that fares may end in 
multiples of five denied; applications 
of Southern Pacific (34-41 inc), Mis- 
souri, Kansas & Texas (44), and 
Union Pacific (51) to charge through 
fares and excess baggage rates that 
exceed sum of locals, reason not 
given or clerical errors denied; appli- 
cations of Live Oak Perry & Gulf 
(23), Baltimore & Ohio (26), Missouri 
Pacific (27), International & Great 
Northern (29), Mobile & Ohio (30), 
Iliinois Central (32), Louisiana & 
Gulf (42), Oregon-Washington & Nav- 
igation Co (49), Chicago, Peoria & 
St. Louis (50), Union Pacifie (51), 
Pittsburg, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Louis (52) and Gulf, Colorado & 
Santa Fe (53) to meet short-line com- 
petition or to maintain interstate 
rates in excess of state-compellied lo- 
cals granted—applications as to short- 
line competitive rates indefinite, as 
to exceeding state rates to May 1, 
1912; June 17, p 1095. 
——Application of Seaboard Air Line 
(54), to violate law so that fares may 
be stated in multiples of five de- 
applications of Seaboard Air 
Line (54), Union Pacific (55) and 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe (58) 
and Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault 
Ste. Marie (57), for permission to 
meet short-line competition or charge 
interstate rates in excess of local 
state-compelled rates granted; inter- 
mediate fares in 55 and 58 not to ex- 
ceed rates to more distant points ex- 
cept where route via circuitous line 
is 15 per cent longer than direct 
route; applications of Seaboard Air 
Line (54) and Baltimore & Ohio (59 
and 60), to meet short line rates de- 
nied; June 24, p 1152. 


Michigan: Attempts to eliminate upper 
peninsula roads from 2-cent fare law 
defeated; April 29, p 779. 


Minnesota: Two-cent rate law of 1907 
held invalid. Shepard vs Nor Pac et 
al, ete (U S Cir Ct) (April 15, p 646). 
Carriers not protected by.original or- 
der et temporary injunctidén in 
United States Circuit Court against 
enforcement of 2-cent law on their 
lines; ‘May 27, p 970. 

Missouri: State appeals 2-cent rate 
law cases to United States Supreme 
Court; March 18, p 488. 


—Governor Hadley vetoes Phelps 
anti-discrimination bill; April 22, p 
758. 


Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania and Pitts- 
burg, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis 
Railways attack 2-cent fare law in 
Common Pleas Court of Allegan 
County; April 8, p 632. 





Redemption of: Under appropriate 
provision in its tariffs a carrier may 
redeem the unused portion of a 
round-trip ticket on the basis of a 
lower-trip fare to a point directly in- 
termediate, provided the latter fare 
was lawfully available for the jour- 
ney as actually commenced and con- 
eluded; or it may, under a tariff pro- 
vision to that effect, exchange a 
round-trip ticket to a point directly 
intermediate for a round-trip ticket 
available at the same time:to a more 
distant point, upon collecting the dif- 
ference in the fares of the two tick- 
ets (Conf Rul); April 8, p 614. 

Refund—Commutation Tickets: A car- 
rier’s tariff providing for adjustment 
of charges for commutation tickets 


lost by the owner thereof provided,: 


among other conditions, that refund 
would be made only when the lost 
ticket had been found and returned to 
the proper officer of the issuing com- 
pany; Held, That this condition is 
unduly discriminatory and -therefore 


unlawful. Moore vs N ¥ Long 
Branch (3701), 20 I C C..Rep, 557; 
April 22, p 726. 

Tennessee: State commission holds 


Tennessee Central Railroad is entitled 
to charge 3 cents per mile; June 24, 
p 1154. 

Washington, D. C., to Four-Mile Run, 
St. Elmo, St. Asaph, Mount Ida and 
Del Ray, Va.: Held, That single trip 
fares should not exceed 10 cents. Beall 
vs Wash Alex & Mt V (2661), 20ICC 
Rep, 406; March 25, p 499. 7 

Washington, D. C., and McLean, Va., 


between: Commutation rate,.52 rides 
for $3.90, not found ynreasonable or 
discriminatory. Boyle vs Great Falls 
& O D (3474), 20 I C C Rep, 232; 
March 11, p 445. 

PASSES 

See “Free Transportation.”’ 
PATON, Thomas 8B., General Counsel, 


American Bankers’ Association. 


Utterances: Addressing American Bar 
Association Committee on commercial 
law, declares that bankers do not op- 
pose full negotiability of bills of lad- 
ing; sees advantages in Stevens hill; 
June 10, p 1054. 


PEACHES 
See ‘“‘Fruits and Vegetables.’’ 


PEANUTS 
See ‘Fruits and Vegetables.” 


PEANUT ROASTERS 
See ‘Roasters, Peanut.”’ 


PELTS 
See ‘“‘Hides.”’ 


PENNSYLVANIA 


Coal Roads: Resolution introduced in 
state senate for an investigation into 
oo coal-carrying roads; April 8, p 

, 

Complaints: Lancaster 
Commerce appeals, alleges to state 
railroad. commission that Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad has arbitrarily in- 
creased its switching rates on scrap 
iron at Lancaster; Jan 21, p 142. 


Courts—Commission Rates: Attorney- 
General Bell secures writ of alterna- 
tive mandamus against Baltimore & 
Ohio, requiring it to show cause why 
it should not obey recommendation 
of state commission and reduce rates 


Chamber of 


in the vicinity of Connellsville;; March 
18, p 492. 
Legislation: Governor Tener, in inaug- 


ural address, recommends that state 
railroad commission be replaced by 
public utilities commission with in- 
creased. powers (Jan 21, ‘p 103). 
Mayor Magee of Pittsburg said to be 
backing bills to be introduced es- 
tablishing a public utilities commis- 
sion in lieu of state railroad board 
(Feb 4, p 188). Bill introduced by 
Senator Hunter, giving state railroad 
commission power to fix rates and 
regulate service of common carriers, 
supervise issuance of securities and 
transfer of franchises (March. 4, p 
420). Administration bill introduced. 
establishing public utilities commis- 
sion in lieu of railroad: board; juris- 
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diction given over rates and financial 
operations (April 15, p 685). Public 
utilities, bill defeated in state senate 
by’ vote of 29 to 17; May 27, p 977. 

Passenger Rates: Pennsylvania and 
Pittsburg, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Louis railways attack 2-cent fare law 
in Court of Common Pleas of Allegan 
County; April 8, p 632. . 

Reports, Annual: State railroad com- 
mission, in. annual report,. defends 
work it has accomplished and makes 
plea for incréased powers, calling at- 
tention to its limitations in the mat- 
ter of enforcing its recommendations; 
Jan 28, p 157. 


PETROLEUM AND PRODUCTS 


Flat Rock, Ill., to Findlay, O.: Rate of 
138 1-5 cents on petroleum and 
products not found unreasonable. Na- 
tional Refining Co vs C C C & St L 
Ss 20.1 C C Rep, 649; May 20, p 

Nebraska, Intrastate: Held, That rates 
on crude petroleum and fuel oils 
should not exceed current class D 
rates. Wilson vs Union Pac et al 
(Neb R R Com); Jan 7, p 38. 

South Carolina to Georgia: Couth Car- 
olina commission obtains readjust- 
ment of rates from Piedmont district 
into Georgia; May..13,-p 866. . 

Texas, Intrastate: State commission 
fixes rate on gasolene, in packages 
and in tank cars;’.from West Orange 
to Houston at 15’cents; Feb 11, p 222. 
—State railroad commission fixes 
rate of 7 cents’’on crude oil from 
areas Orange to Houston: March 4, 

8. - 

Wisconsin, Intrastate: L C [/rates on 
products fixed at not to exceed fourth 
class. National Refining Co.vs*C & 
N W et al; Bartless-Maguire Oil Co 
vs CB & Q et al (Wis R-R Com); 
April 8, p 626. 

' 


PHILADELPHIA, Pa. 


Half-Holiday: See ‘‘Demurrage—Half- 
Holiday.”’ a 


PHYSICAL VALUATION 4 
See ‘‘Valuation.”’ 


PICKS 
See ‘Tools.”’ 


PILLOW CASES 
See ‘‘Textiles.’’ 


PIPE, Wrought Iron 


Youngstown, O., to Liberal, Kan.: -Rate 
of 65 cents not found unreasonable 
or discriminatory in comparison with 
61-cent rate to Texola, Okla. Blake 
& Son Hardware & Mfg Co vs B&O 
et al eo69), 20 I C C Rep, 139; March 
4, p 397. ; 


PITTSBURG, Pa. 
See ‘‘Coal.’’ 


PLANT FACILITIES 


Tap Lines: Held, That, with respect 
to traffic of the Kaul Lumber Co., the 
Sylacauga & Wetumpka Railroad, is 
a plant facility. Kaul Lumber Co vs 
Cent of Ga _ et al (698 and 767), 20 I 
C C Rep, 450; April 1, p 556. 


POP 
See ‘“‘Liquors.”’ e 
‘. ‘ 
PORTERS ; my 
See “Cars, Private,’ Employes.’ 
> - . 
POSTS 
-See ‘‘Lumber.” 


POWELL, John L., President; Johnston- 
Larimer Dry Goods Co. ' 
Utterances: -‘Declares Southwest _ will 
seek legislative relief from present 
rate-basing system; Feb 11, p'234. 


PRECOOLING 
See “Refrigeration.”’ 


PREFERENCE 
See ‘Discrimination.’ 


PREFERENTIAL RATES 
See ‘‘Rates—Restricted.”’ 


PRIVATE CARS 
See ‘‘Cars, Private.’’ . 
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66. Privileges 
PRIVILEGES 
Special: A _ privilege, savoring of a tion 


gratuity, however valuable and bene- 
ficial and however difficult of relin- 
quishment, cannot, as a matter of 
law, be continued by this Commis- 
sion, unless the origina) granting of 
the privilege rested on some iegal 
obligation which under the law af- 
fords ground on which the. Cominiis- 
sion could, as an original proposition, 
require that it be granted, or, if dis- 
continued, order it restored. Douglas 
& Co vs C RI & P et al (1828), 21 I 
C C Rep, 97; June 17, p 1075. 


PROSPERITY DINNER 
‘See 


“St. Joseph, Mo.”’ 


PUBLICATIONS , 


Johnson and Huebner, “Railroad Traf- 
fic and Rates’: Review of work 
shows it to be carefully planned, im- 
partial and authoritative; authors 
geem to appreciate public vitw of 
transportation companies’ relations to 

e public; work covers field well; 
Ch 25, p 522. 


‘QUINNS CROSSING, O. 
-. See. “Routes, Through—Specific.” 


RAILROAD MANAGEMENT 


*, 


omical: See “ te tes, Reasonable- 


ess of—Advanced. 


‘ J risdiction of Commission: The Com- 


mission is not the general managers 
of the railroads and no matter what 


? the revenues the carriers may re- 
*“, teive, there can be no control placed 
‘4 by the Commission over the expendi- 


- ture, no improvements directed and 


no economies enforced. In re Investi- 


ia gation of Advances in Rates by Car- 


riers in W T L, etc (3500), 20 IC C 
Rep, 307; Feb 25, p 334. 


RAILROAD SECURITIES COMMISSION 
. Hearing: 


Railroad Securities Commis- 
Sion holds five-day session at Chi- 
cago; Professor Adams of the Inter- 





stock and takes view that capitaliza- 
and rates are not. related. 
Rufus G. Dawes, president of the 
Union Gas & Electric Co., defends is- 
suance of watered stock. George M. 
Reynolds, president, Continental and 
Commercial National Bank, Chicago, 
of the opinion that federal regulation 
is preferable to state, but did not 
want it to extend to control; thinks 
it difficult to attempt to regulate 
price of securities; favors govern- 
ment passing on necessity for con- 
structing new roads; John H. Roemer, 
Wisconsin railroad commission, dis- 
cusses practices of that body in reg- 
ulating issuance of securities; com- 
mission gives little attention to capi- 
talization in fixing rates; believes 
states should surrender all rate-mak- 
ing powers to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission; John H. Moody, 
publisher, Moody’s Manual, discusses 
effects of receiverships—usually bene- 
ficial to roads; believes federal reg- 
ulation and full publicity would add 
to credit of roads; declares super- 
vision necessary and logical to check 
tendency towards over-capitalization, 
with destruction of credit and falling 
efficiency; real publicity as to capi- 
talization and _ securities the first 
need; Charles G. Dawes, president, 
Central Trust Company of Illinois, 
also strongly defends watered stock; 
W. D. Williams, commissioner, Texas 
state railroad board, against federal 
control; believes question can be bet- 
ter handled by state commissions; de- 
clares federal regulation would bar 
independent railroad building in 
Texas; opposes issuance of stock at 
less than par; favors fullest publicity 
possible on securities and capitaliza- 
tion, and disposition of rail funds; 
Jan 28, p 158. 
—lLouis D. Brandeis suggests estab- 
lishment of governmental rail cost 
bureau as aid in solving problems 


state Commerce Commission testifies | RAILWAY EQUIPMENT 


that regulation of securities is inti- 
mately related to the power to reg- 
ulate rates; Marvin Hughitt, chair- 
man of the board of the Chicago & 
Northwestern, felt that carriers might 
welcome federal 
escape from state control, but doubts 
the benefits to the public from such 
supervision; FE. K. Boistot, vice-presi- 
dent First Trust & Savings Bank, 
Chicago, disagreeing with Mr. 
Hughitt that the end of railroad 
building was at hand, declares that 
promotion of new enterprises would 
be helped by sale of securities un- 
restricted as to selling at par; F. A. 
Delano, president of the Wabash, fa- 
vors federal regulation in preference 
to state, but either state or federal 
supervision should give way; opposes 
limiting sale of stock to issuance at 
per and against prohibiting sale of 

nds at a discount as being detri- 
mental to the weaker roads; sees no 
wrong in selling stock to stockhold- 
ers at par when market value is 
greater; capitalization and rates are 
only remotely related, and, if related 
at all, over-capitalization has a tend- 
ency te reduce rather than advance 
rates; capitalization of betterments and 
extensions that have been charged in 
the past to income he deems vicious, 
and if allowed at all, it should be 
permitted only under proper safe- 
guards; against valuation of railroads 
as it i# an impracticable rate basis 
and would not benefit the public; wa- 
tered stock not the evil that it is 
painted; favors increasing directors’ 
liabilities; Burton Hanson, general 
solicitor, a. Milwaukee & St. 
Paul railway, favors federal regula- 
tion and believes that state super- 
vision would have to give way to it: 
endorses idea of increasing directors’ 
responsibility: wants regulatory law 
detailed and specific commission 
should fix minimum at which securi- 
ties might be sold, but should not 
limit such minimum to par; J. J. 
Mitchell, president, Mllinois Trust 
& Savings Bank, believes regulation 
desirable; against forbidding sale of 
securities at less than par; does not 
believe in increasing directors’ liabili- 
ties; sees no advantage in non-par 


supervision as an | RATE ADVANCES 


of economical management; March 
11; p 454. 
See ‘‘Locomotives.”’ 
RAILWAY, Street 
See “Street Railways.” 
California: State commission issues 


notice that no further advances will 
be permitted in intrastate charges 
unless formal application is made to 
board and passed upon; Feb 25, p 301. 

Héstoppal of Complaint: A tap line hav- 
ing concurred 
estopped from complaining through 
its parent lumber company of said 
increase. Kaul Lumber Co vs Cent 
of Ga et al (698 and 708), 201 C Cc 
Rep, 450; April 1, 556. 

Official Classification: Commission 
hears final arguments; Frank Lyon 
opens for Commission; F. I. Gowan 
speaks for Pennsylvania; Clyde Brown 
takes up burden for Vanderbilt lines; 
Clifford Thorne opens case for ship- 
pers; Walter Fisher follows; Francis 
B. James declares advance unneces- 
sary; L. D, Brandeis closes shippers’ 
side with plea for scientific manage- 
ment; Walker D. Hines discusses sur- 
plus and value of the property used as 
a rate-making basis (Jan 14, p 60). 
E. D. Robbins for New York, New 
Haven & Hartford argues for right 
to accummulate a surplus; George F. 
Brownell declares Erie wants in- 
crease, not for dividends, but to make 
needed improvements; Gowan and 
Brown close for railroads, defending 
justice of method of distribution of 
present advance; Frank Lyon asserts 
carriers have not demonstrated need 
for additional revenue; Jan 21, p 108. 
—Briefs: Frank Lyon, attorney for 
the Commission, files brief; discusses 
cost of material, securities, operating 
statistics, etc; cannot find that car- 
riers are worse off now than formerly 
(Jan 7, p 34.) Pennsylvania Lines file 
brief to justify right to increase; call 
attention to increase in wages and 
insufficiency of earnings to pay other 
than a low dividend (Jan 7, p 42). L. 
D Brandeis, in his brief, calls atten- 
tion to burden that will fall on con- 
sumer if advance is permitted: dis- 
cusses scientific management; George 


F. Brownell and H. A. Taylor set |. 





in an advance is | 
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forth needs of the Erie system: 
& Christie and H. R. Small consider 
carriers’ right to advance and justi. 
fication, if any, for distribution 
proposed increase; railroad lawyers 
join in general brief in support of 
advance; Francis B. James presents 
exhaustive argument against the al- 
lowance of the increase; Haynie ¢ 
Lust present case for Illinois Many. 
facturers’ Association; Jan 14, p 69, 
—Decision: Held, That there is no 
evidence before the Commission 
which justifies the necessity for high- 
er rates; advances disallowed. In re 
Investigation of Advances in Rates 
by Carriers in Official Classification 
Territory (3400), 20 I C C 248: Fep 
25, p 309. See under “Decisions” for 
fuller treatment. 

—Rates Withdrawn: Denied permis- 
sion to further postpone advances un- 
til November 1, eastern carriers with- 


Bryan 


draw condemned tariffs entirely: 
March 11, p 446. 
Principles Governing. See ‘‘Rates, Rea- 


sonableness of—Advanced.”’ 


Suspension of—Agricultural Implements 
and Vehicles: Commission discon- 
tinues investigation into advanced 
rates in southwest, carriers having 
voluntarily restored old rates; June 
17, p 1103. 
—Brick: Commission suspends ad- 
vances in rates on brick in C F A ter- 
ritory; April 22, p 758. 

—Cement: Commission suspends ad- 
vances in rates on cement originating 
in C F A territory; April 1, p 580. 
—Commission suspends advances in 
cement rates and plaster from Okla- 
homa to Tex. points; April 8, p 628. 
—Classes and Commodities. Commis- 
sion suspends advances in rates be- 
tween Texas and Oklahoma stations 
carried in Sup 9 to Leland’s I €C Cc 
No 765; March 25, p 527. 
—Coal: Commission suspends ad- 
vance in rate on buckwheat, from 
Pennsylvania fields to Watkins, N. Y. 
(April 22, p 744). Announcement that 
Pennsylvania will cancel tariff: June 
24, p 1145. 
—Commission suspends advances in 
cargo coal rates on Kanawha & Michi- 
gan; April 22, p 747. 
—Commission refuses to suspend ad- 
— to Memphis, Tenn.; April 1, p 
—Colorado: Denver Chamber of Com- 
merce petition Interstate Commerce 
Commission to suspend tariffs to Colo- 
rado terminal lines canceling joint 
through rates with South Atlantic 
port lines; Jan 28, p 177. 
—Cotton: Commission suspends ad- 
vances in rates on cotton carried in 
supplement 4 to Missouri Pacific—tIron 
Mountain I C C No Ai612; April 22, 
p 758. 
—Fruits and Vegetables: Investiga- 
tion and suspension of advances from 
Chicago and Milwaukee dismissed; 
June 10, p 1042. 
—Grain—North and Northwest: Car- 
riers having abandoned advances 
made in Sup 5 to Hall’s I C C No Alé6, 
investigation into reasonableness of 
—* is discontinued; Jan 21, p 
102, 
—Oil Cake and Meal: Commission 
suspends advances in rates by Omaha. 
Northern Pacific and Great Northern 
lines; June 10, p 1043. 
—Ice: Commission suspends advance 
of 10c per ton from Wisconsin and 
fields to Chicago and Milwaukee; Ma, 
6, p 835; May 13, p 842, 850. 
—Live Stock: Commission suspends 
Leland’s I C C No 817, advancing cat- 
tle rates into Oklahoma City, Okla.: 
May 27, p 960. 
—Liquors: Commission suspends ex- 
press rate advances; April 8, p 628. 
—Lumber: Commission continues eus- 
pension of tariffs restoring 85c rate 
from Chicago, Memphis, etc., to Pa- 
cific Coast until Sept. 15; May 27, p 
941. 
—Malt: Commission suspends ad- 
a in rates on malt; April 22, p 


—Milk: Commission continues sus- 


— of tariff until Nov 1; April 29, 
p 8. 

—Commission suspends B & O S W 
increase on rates on milk and prod- 


ucts, baggage car service; May 13, p 
842. 
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_Minimum Charges: Commission sus- 
pends until Oct 28 advance from 25 to 
95 cents in minimum charge for single 
shipments in Offictal Classification 
territory; June 24, p 1137. 

—New Orleans: Announcement made 
that proposed advance in rates to New 
Orleans and other Mississippi Valley 


points from St. Louis indefinitely 
postponed;.April 15, p 699. 
—Packing House Products: Oklahoma 


City, Okla., interests ask Commission 
to suspend tariff reducing rates from 
Fort Worth, Tex., to Mississippi River 
crossings pending investigation: May 
13, p 860. 

—Plaster: Commission continues sus- 
pension of advances in plaster board 
rates until Nov 23: May 27, p 968. 
—Suspension of Washburn 66 and 738, 
vacated and proceedings dismissed: 
April 29, p 783. 

Wharves: Tariff of Galveston Wharf 
Co suspended and commission an- 
— investigation thereon; Mav 20, 
p 927, 


Western: Final arguments last from 
Monday to Thursday: Frank Lyon, 
for the Commission, opens presenta- 
tion of case, discusses statistics of 
different roads and value of railroad 
properties; thinks real value of roads 
a mystery: Burton Hanson presents 
case for St. Paul, arguing for the 
right of fair return on the invest- 
ment in railroad properties: General 
Counsel Hyzer of the Northwestern 
follows with plea against party feel- 
ing being injected into proceedings; 
does not think Commission mere ap- 
praisers to limit return to certain 
amount, holds increase justified by 
conditions; W. S. Horton, for Illinois 
Central, declares his road has shown 
justification for advance, cites in- 
creasing costs of operation as proof 
of need of more revenue; W. F. Dick- 
inson, general counsel for the Rock 
Island, argues that an increase is 
imperative if his road is to continue 
to render the public the efficient ser- 
vice it is entitled to and that the ad- 
vances are reasonable per se; General 
Solicitor Lathrop of the Santa Fe 
holds question before Commission is 
a judicial one, and maintains that 
railroads have well established their 
needs for increased revenue, while 
injury to the shippers from the ad- 
vances was lacking: L. D. Brandeis 
discusses stockholders’ “rights’’ and 
the public, maintains that efficiency 
is entitled to high rate of return; 





General Counsel Seevers, for the Min- | 


neapolis & St. Louis and Iowa Cen- 
tral, asks that Commission to con- 
sider needs of the weaker lines: Ches- 
ter M. Dawes, for the Burlington, 
takes position that his road has a 
legal right to the advance and is en- 


titled to return on fair value of prop- | 


erty, however, created; P,. H. Mor- 
risey presents plea of railroad em- 
ployes for increased rates; John H. 


Atwood, for shippers, defends right 
of Commission to act in a judicial ca- 
pacity, holds railroads merely gov- 
ernment agents; S. H. Cowan, for 
stockmen, denies right of carriers to 
raise rates in one section to make up 
deficiencies in another, or to build 
new lines or betterments (Jan 21, p 
110). Clifford Thorne, for Corn Belt 
Meat Producers” Association, declares 
to grant railroads’ pleas would be to 
say that schedules of Jan 1, 1910, are 
reasonable and that present capital- 
ization will be accepted as representa- 
tive of value—all without an investi- 
gation having been made into these 
great questions; C. C. Wright, for the 
Northwestern, argues that question 
to be settled by Commission is one 
of statesmanship, not law; denies that 
earriers plan a steady increase in 
rates; General-Attorney Norton, for 
the Santa Fe, asserts that rates have 
never been high enough since regula- 
tion set in and that present returns 
are too low; General Attorney Dick- 
inson of the Rock Island contends 
that increases are not on necessities 
but on rates that are below normal; 
L. H. Alexander, for the Alton, and 
S. H. Strawn, for the Alton and 
Great Western, make pleas for those 
roads; call attention to low railroad 
returns and high industrial earnings; 
William Ellis, commerce counsel of 
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the St. Paul, makes- closing argument 
for roads; maintains increases in ex- 
penses have been greater than gains 
in revenue; Jan 28, p 152. 

—Briefs: Shippers.'and carriers file 
briefs at Washington; Frank Lyon 
files brief for Corhnmission, contro- 
verting some positions taken by the 
carriers; EF. M. Hyzer declares the 
case one of fact, not law; wants a 
check on governmental interference; 


Burton Hanson ‘and W. E. Ellis join ; 


in St. Paul brief; demand fair return 
upon reproductive cost, scout sci- 
entific management theory; E. B. 
Pierce and W. F. Dickinson make 
plea for Rock Island lines; declare 
advances have been justified (Jan 14, 
p 84). C. M. Dawes, in Burlington 
brief, contends for return on fair 
value of property, irrespective of how 
property was acquired, or original 
cost; Robert Dunlap and T. J. Nor- 
ton, on Santa Fe brief, hold that 
rates have never been high enough; 
J. C. Jeffrey, for Missouri Pacific, 
takes position that testimony shows 
road is not now receiving return to 
which it is entitled: General Counsel 
Seevers of the Minneapolis & St. 
Louis and Iowa Central lines declares 
increase essential if standard’ of 
railroad efficiency is to be main- 
tained: S. H. Cowan. for stockmen, 
opposes right to include other than 
actual necessary expenditures under 
operating expenses and disputes car- 
riers’ right to use unearned incre- 
ment in fixing value for rate-making 
purposes; Clifford Thorne and George 


FE. White. for the Corn Belt Meat 
Producers’ Association, argue that 
Chicago- Missouri River territory 


should not be taxed to enable carriers 
to make western and southwestern 
improvements; John H. Atwood and 
Francis B. James, on general ship- 
pers’ brief, contend that public 
should be required to pay only upon 
an investment honestly made and in- 


telligently administered; Jan 21, Dp 
110. 

—Decision: Advances in rates disal- 
lowed: In re Investigation of Ad- 


vances in Rates by Carriers In W T 
lL, ete (3500), 20 I C C Rep, 307; Feb 
25. p 334. 

—Rates Withdrawn: Roads decide to 
bow to decree of Commission in 3500 
and withdraw rates without attempt- 
ing court contest; March 4, p 410. 


RATE HEARINGS AND ARGUMENTS 


Car Service: Final argument made in 
Brook-Rausch Mill & Elevator Co vs 
St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
and Cotton Belt, involving question 
of which road should be compelled 
to furnish cars for outbound milling- 
in-transit movements; 
deny jurisdiction of Commission; no 
appearance for complainant; May 6, 
p 823. 

Castings, Tron: Special 
Gerry hears case of Rosedale Foun- 
dry & Machine Co vs Pennsylvania 
et al; complainant attacks failure of 
defendants to include its castings in 
list taking special export rates to 
Panama (Feb 18, p 245). Brief argu- 
ment heard: announced that rate has 
been established and reparation will 
be arranged for; May 20, p 884. 

Claims: Commissioner Clark, in hear- 
ing of case of Woodward, Wight & 
Co vs Illinois Central, scores diliatory 
tactics in settling straight overcharge 
claims; shippers and carriers should 
co-operate; discusses proper support- 
ing of claims and warns that govern- 
ment will take hand unless needless 
delays are eliminated; Feb 4, p 199. 

Coal: Boilieu case: Hearing resumed 
before Commissioner Meyer; com- 
plainant calls Assistant Freight Traf- 
fic Manager Terry of New York Cen- 
tral Lines, J. W. Riley, superintend- 
ent of the Pittsburg & Lake Erie; 
D. T. Murray, superintendent, Frank- 
lin division, Lake Shore & Michigan 
Southern; J. P. Orr, assistant freight 
traffic manager of the Pennsylvania 
Lines; A. M. Schoyer, general super- 
intendent of the Pennsylvania Com- 


pany; A. P. Griest, auditor of rev- 
enues, Pennsylvania Lines; R. H. 
Large, general coal freight agent, 


Pennsylvania Railroad, and D. T. Mc- 
Cabe, vice-president of Pennsylvania 
Company, as witnesses; witnesses 


defendants | 


Examiner 


———E——————— en ae 





questioned as to history of rates, 
cost of service, reason for changing 
rates, relations between carriers and 
dock and coal companies, method 
of handling traffic, etc; hear- 
ing adjourned until May 22 (April 29, 
p 786). Hearing resumed before 
Commissioner Meyer; New York Cen- 
tral Lines refuses to furnish com- 
plainant’s counsel with statistical in- 
formation as to cost of handling traf- 
fic; Auditor Glazier of Lake Shore 
& Michigan Central; H. Brownley, 
general coal and ore agent, New 
York Central Lines—West and F. V. 
Davis, secretary of the Ohio Coal 
Traffic Association, called as wit- 
nesses for complainant; complainant 
himself takes stand in support of 
demand for reduction in rates and is 
subjected to extended cross-examina- 
tion (May 27, p 960). Counsel for 
carriers conclude cross-examination 
of Mr. Boilieu; June 3, p 1006. 

—Final arguments in Meeker vs Le- 
high Valley heard by Commission; W. 
Glasgow appears for complainant, F. 
H. Platt for defendant; reasonable- 
ness of rate of $1.55 per ton on coal 
from Wyoming district to Perth, 
Amboy, N. J., challenged, complain- 
ant asking $1 as a maximum; counsel 
wax warm of the value of rival sta~ 
tistics; complainant asks for repara- 
tion on basis of difference between 
rate paid and average on all traffic; 
reparation asked is $156,144; May 20, 
p 914. 

—West WNirginia: Hearing resumed 
before Examiner Rynder; Comptroller 
Coxe of the Norfolk & Western 
placed on stand by shippers to verify 
figures; E. L. Pierce, vice-president 
Solvay Collieries Co, testifies as to 
extent of his interests’ business; 
rate increase would mean $60,865 to 
his companies (June 17, p 1109). W. 
H. Coverdale files criticism of Mr. 
Coxe’s figures and deductions; C. W. 
Hillman makes extended analysis of 
statistics and separation and appor- 
tionment of accounts to arrive at the 
cost of service involved; Pennsylvania 
Co refuses to allow accountants for 
shippers to examine books; case con- 
tinued until September 20; June 24, 
p 1142. 

Compression: Commercial and Indus- 
trial Assn of Union Springs, Ala., vs 
Central of Georgia and Railroad Com- 
missioners of Alabama vs same, 
argued before Commission; complain- 
ants contend that refusal to make 
compress allowances at Union Springs 
is discriminatory; railroads aver that 
compression is commodity that they 
should be allowed to buy where they 
ean purchase it cheapest; gin com- 
press demands that gin-compresseé 
cotton should be given a rate equal 
to the difference between uncom- 
pressed cotton rates and the allow- 

to = railroad compresses; 
p 851. 

Concentration—Cotton: Final argu- 
ments in Lesser-Goldman et al vs 
Iron Mountain heard by Commission; 
complaint is directed against 3-cent 
concentration charge on cotton 
shipped into concentrating points on 
local rates and reshipped out on balt- 
ance of through rate, plus concen- 
tration charge; J. F. Lewis, for com- 
plainants, declares concentration 
practice a benefit to carriers; J. C. 
Jeffery, for defendant, argues that 
liability of roads is greater and sug- 
gests that investigation of cotton 
compress situation would reveal con- 
ditions similar to those that had been 
found in the grain trade; declares ex- 
pense of handling concentrated cotton 
greater than through cotton without 
concentration; May 13, p 878. 

Discrimination: Railroad Commission 
of Arkansas vs St. Louis, Iron Moun- 
tain & Southern, involving refusal of 
earriers to place cars on private 
tracks at Fort Smith and Little Rock, 
Ark., heard.on final argument before 
the Commission; May 13, p 856. 

Explosives: Shippers of dangerous ar- 
ticles appear before Commissioner 
Clark to discuss regulations govern- 
ing the transportation of inflamma- 
bles, etc.; objections to proposed re- 
quirements confined principally to 
powder, petroleum and low-pressure 
oxygen interests; petroleum men fight 
for wooden barrel (April 29, p 790). 
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Commission holds second hearing on 
proposed regulations; makers of 
wooden barrels and coopers make 
strong fight for retention of wooden 
container; deny superiority of steel 

‘barrel; June 3, RE, 1013. 

Flour, Export: inal argument made 

in Railroad Commission: of Kansas vs 
Missouri Pacific et al, alleging un- 
reasonable rate on export flour from 
Glen Elder, Kan., to New Orleans, 
La.; no appearance for complainant; 
‘May 6, p 823. 
Fruits: Commission hears final argu- 
‘ment in Railroad Commission of 
Florida vs Southern Express Com- 
pany, alleging rates on fruit and 
vegetables to points south of the Ohio 
and Potomac and east of the Missis- 
sippi rivers are excessive; May 6, 
p 823. , : 
—Hearing on divisions between car- 
riers in Florida fruit rates presages 
early filing of rates ordered by Com- 
mission; June 10, p 1065. 

General Rate Advance Cases: See un- 
der ‘‘Rate Advances—Official Clas§8i- 
fication Territory’’ and “Rate Ad- 
(May 6, p $13). Final argument heard, 
vances— W estern.”’ 

Illinois-Wisconsin Points: Hearing on 
cancelation of L C L commodity rates 
between Illinois and Wisconsin points 
dwindles down to question of- carload 
minimums between competitive cen- 
ters; amicable adjustment looked for; 
Feb 4, p 182. 

Iron, Pig: Final arguments heard be- 
fore Commission in Wharton Steel 
Co vs Central of New Jersey et al, 
involving advance of 10 cents per ton 
on pig iron from Wharton, N. J., to 
Harrisburg, Pa.; George Stuart Pat- 
terson appears for defendants, John 
B. Daish for complainant; defendants 
claim rate is red8onable; complainant, 
that. advancé was excessive and un- 
just; May 20, p 910. 

Laredo Casé: Final arguments in La- 
rédo-Board of Trade vs International 
& Great Northern et al, heard; com- 
plainant contends Laredo, Tex., is 
unjustly discriminated against by be- 
ing in differential territory when Cor- 
‘pus’ Christi and San Antonio are given 
common point rates; carriers contend 
there is no substantial injury to La- 
redo; that case is waged on senti- 
mental grounds; May 13, p 870. 

Leather: Special Examiner Prouty 
hears testimony in United States 
Leather Co et al vs Louisville & Nash- 
ville et al, in the matter of increased 
rates on leather from southern points; 
complainants protest against two-cent 
advance in charges; review of evi- 
dence presented; Jan 7, p 31. 

Long and Short Haul: Commission 
holds hearing on application of 
amended fourth section and inter- 
mountain cases; H. M. Stephens, for 
Spokane, declares that commodity 
reductions suggested by Commission 
last year will not seriously impair 
revenues of Great Northern and 
Northern Pacific; Charles Donnelley, 
assistant general counsel of the 
Northern Pacific, complains that 
rates have been fixed by Commission 
on theory that roads can stand the 
loss; declares logical way to make 
ates is to base them on water-com- 
= terminal charges, plus local 

ck to Spokane; W. W. Cotton, gen- 
eral attorney for Northern Harriman 
lines, declares roads face a double- 
‘barreled reduction, state and intra- 
state, if Commission’s order goes into 
effect; that state commissions will 
use them as basis to reduce rates 
eastbound for Baker City, Le Grand, 
Pendleton, Walla Walla; E. C. Lind- 
ley, general solicitor, Great Northern, 
declares conditions have been re- 
versed since Commission issued tenta- 
tive order, that roads are facing in- 
creasing expenses and decreasing net 
revenues; L. D. Brandeis, for sea- 
board shippers, declares ail his clients 
ask is that they be kept on an equality 
with ‘Chicago common point shippers; 
Cc. H. Baker, F. A. Jones, S. H. Bab- 
cock and S. H. Love appear in sup- 
port of applications for special com- 
-madity rates at’ Reno, Phoenix: and 
Salt Lake City; C. W. Durbrow of the 

Southern Pacific and Gardner La- 

throp of the Santa Fe oppose applica- 

tion for more commodity rates, char- 
acterizing them as jobbing efforts; 
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Mr. Gardner declares reasonableness of 
intermountain rates must be arrived 
at- without’ giving water-compelled 
rates any controlling effect in de- 
cision; J. C. Jeffery, for Gould lines, 
opposes reductions in rates at Salt 
Lake City because of increasing ex- 
penses and decreasing net revenues: 
Commissioners Bartine and Shaugh- 
nessey of Nevada present evidence to 
disprove claims of water competition 
and to show that terminal rates are 
remunerative per se; H. E. D. Jack- 
son, traffic manager, Hawaiian-Amer- 
ican Steamship Company, describes 
traffic via his route, declares rates 
are made free from railroad dictation 
(March 25; p 502). J. N. Teal argues 
that Commission should re-open 
question of rates from Portland, Ore., 
eastward; H. M. Stephens retorts 
that Spokane is not distressed about 
lack of L C L rates out of Portland; 
Mr. Teal contends coast shippers 
have a right to expect rate that will 
enable them to ship eastward in com- 
petition with the Missouri River; Mr. 
Lathrop declares it duty of Commis- 
sion to grant relief under fourth 
section whenever carriers show that 
rate was forced by special conditions 
and circumstances; declares terminal 
rates competitive and that carriers 
should be allowed full local back to 
interior points; Messrs. Cotton, Ste- 
phens, Teal, Waters and Durbrow 
discuss general questions of long and 
short haul; attorneys from _ in- 
terior take stand that terminal rates 
are reasonable per se; G. W. Luce, 
assistant to vice-president in charge 
of traffic of the Southern Pacific, 
traces terminal rate history and ef- 
fect of water competition; traffic man- 
agers of Portland hardware houses 
appear to controvert statement of in- 
termountain country that water com- 
petition is a myth; F. P. Gregson, 
traffic manager, Associated Jobbers 
of Los Angeles, also testifies as to 
water competition; Assistant Freight 
Traffic Manager Chambers of the 
Santa Fe also presents testimony on 
the history of terminal rates and 
competition; Traffic Manager Wood- 
ward, of the Northern Pacific, de- 
clares conditions to be met by 
northern coast lines are comparable 
with those of the southern lines, ex- 
cept that the competition in the north 
is more steady and the foreign com- 
petition of the Canadian Pacific must 
also be reckoned with (April 1, p 
567). F. A. Jones, Frank M. Hill, 
George M. Cooley, testify upon behalf 
of the interior California counties; 
A. E. Tate, Roy Hall, W. R. Wheel- 
er, defend water competition and the 
back-haul theory of rate-making; 
Messrs. Durbrow, Loomis, Lindley 
and Cotton close for railroads, in op- 
position to application for lower com- 
modity rate bases asked by interior 
towns and in defense of applications 
for relief; discuss general interpreta- 
tion of the law; Messrs. Stephens and 
Bartine close for interior points; Seth 
Manh, George Bradley, H. C. Barlow, 
Maxwell, Byron Waters and E. M. 
Cousins also speak; April 8, p 605. 

—Commission holds hearing at Wash- 
ington; Atlantic Coast Line asks 
permission to maintain higher rates 
to Florence, S. C., than to Charles- 
ton, S. C., on grounds of water com- 
petition; Pere Marquette asks exemp- 
tion with respect to lower rates on 
coal from frontier to Milwaukee and 
Manitowoc, Wis., than to Ludington, 
Mich., on same ground; Southern Pa- 
cific asks exemption on Shasta 
route, rates from and to Portland and 
San Francisco being water-controlled, 
intermediate, not; Santa Fe asks per- 
mission to meet short line competi- 
tion between El Paso, Tex., and 
Phoenix without aYecting intermedi- 
ate rates; Carolina, Clinchfield & 
Ohio wants to make rates on trans- 
shipment, export and bunker coal to 
Charleston, S. C., lower than local 
rates or charges to points intermedi- 
ate and to establish rates to Georgia 
and Florida points lower than that 
rate to Spartanburg, . C.; Gould 
lines present petition for authority 
to increase rates; passenger men ask 
exemption where interstate rates are 
higher than combination of local state 
rates which are compelled by legis- 





a 

lative or commission action; Apri 
748. 

—Special Examiner Thurtell ) 
applications of western_roads for ey. 
emption; Chicago, Burlington 
Quincy, Chicago & Northwester 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific, @y): 
cago, Milwaukee & St. Paul, Minne. 
apolis & St. Louis and Iowa Centra) 
heard; petitions are based on gir. 
cuity of routes or effect of lake con. 
petition; lumber, coal, live stock ana 
grain principal commodities involyeg 
rates on Choctaw division of Rock 
Island via El Reno and rates betwee 
Illinois and points in Minnesota ang 
Iowa chiefly involved; June 24, p 1137. 

Lumber: Final.argument heard in Fur. 
nace Run Sawmill & Lumber Co ys 
Boston & Maine; case involves rea- 
sonableness of domestic rate of 19 
cents on spruce and lath lumber from 
Boston, Mass., to Toledo, O., as com- 
pared with 14-cent rate on import 
awe of higher value; April 22, p 
oi. 

—Hearing on reasonableness of sus- 
pended 85-cent rate on hardwood 
lumber from Chicago, Memphis and de- 
fined territory to Pacific Coast heard, 
held before Commissioner Prouty; 
railroads rest case on theory that 
increased cost of operation justifies 
an advance and that the rate per se 
is reasonable; shippers, while resting 
on previous decisions on these rates 
and decisions in general rate advance 
eases, urge restoration of 75-cent 
charge as maximum; extension of 75- 
cent rate to Michigan shippers also 
asked; witnesses for shippers com- 
plain of competition with foreign 
woods on coast; show that lumber is 
moving from Memphis to coast via 
water, but state that there are cer- 
tain disadvantages about that method 
of shipment (April 1, p 582). Final 
arguments heard; carriers contend 
that lower rate has not stimulated 
traffic and that advanced charge is 
reasonable; shippers contend anything 
above that fixed in Burgess case by 
Commission confiscatory of shippers 
property: Commission, within lawful 
limits, should regulate rate so as to 
enable shippers to meet foreign com- 
petition; railroads retort that Com- 
mission under no circumstances could 
establish rate low enough to meet 
this competition; May 13, p 869. 
—Final arguments made in Sawyer 
& Austin Lumber Co vs St. Louis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern, involving 
attempt to reduce yellow pine blanket 
rate from Pine Bluff, Ark., from 1 
cents to 10 cents; May 6, p 823. 
—Willamette Valley: Reasonableness 
of rates from South Portland and Wil- 
lamette Valley to San _ “Francisco 
argued; South Portland mills contend 
that they should be given Portland 
rates; Willamette asks for rates fixed 
by Commission in original proceed- 
ings, involving rates from valley to 
San Francisco; J. N. Teal appears 
for complainants, W. W. Cotton for 
defendants; April 1, p 579. 

Milk Case: Final argument heard on 
suspended increases in rates on cream 
and condensed milk in C F A and 
Trunk Line territories; K. E. Bur, 
for carriers, contends advance is rea- 
sonable, and T. H. Burgess declares 
real complaint comes from _ sour 
cream shippers; John J. Chester and 
Judge McAdams appear for com- 
plainants; May 20, p 925. 


Missouri River Rate Case: Inquiry into 
suspension of advanced proportiona! 
rates between the Mississippi and 
Missouri rivers heard by Commission- 

er Clark at Chicago; F. L. Johnsot, 

general superintendent of the [ow2 
district of Burlington: E. B. Boyd, 
assistant to vice-president in charge 

of traffic of the Missouri Pacific; W. 

H. Hosmer, chairman of Wester 

Trunk Line Committee; Frank P. Ey- 

man, assistant freight traffic man- 

ager, Northwestern, and S. H. John- 
son, assistant freight traffic mangel, 

Rock Island, testify; evidence pre- 

sented to show how traffic from eas! 

has to be rehandled at Chicago 
some other point of interchange; that 
service at western end was as eX- 
pensive as on local traffic and that 
there was no rule for making joint 
rates, that the diminishing per (oD 
per mile as distance increases theory 
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Rate Hearings 
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did not hold here; shippers, with ex- 
ception of Sioux City interests, in- 
yolving rates from C F A territory, 
offer no-evidence; George T. Bell, of 
Sioux City Commercial Club, calls 
attention to fact that divisions ac- 
cepted by carriers on other traffic 
moving between the river is less than 
the proportionals under investigation; 
that evidence in Maximum state rate 
and intermountain cases showed the 
scale under suspension unreasonable 
(April 1, p 5777). Bell files brief in 
support of extension of 51-cent scale 
to traffic originating at C F A 
points; draws largely from railroad 
testimony in former court proceed- 
ings in old Burnham-Hanna-Munger 
ease to prove that maintenance of 
higher scale on this traffic than on 
that originating on the seaboard is 
discriminatory; seeks to prove by 
state decisions and divisions on inter- 
state traffic for inter-river haul that 
5l-cent scale is amply compensatory 
per se; makes elaborate plea for 
reparation on shipments, moving sub- 
sequent to Nov 10, 1908 (April 22, 
744). W. F. Dickinson files reply 
brief for carriers to Bell brief; main- 
tains that 60-cent scale is reasonable 
per se; attacks theory that divisions 
should be used as measure of reason- 
ableness of loca] rate for similar haul; 
declares court cases cited inconclu- 
sive of proof that present scale is 
excessive; admits that expenses of in- 
trastate business usually are greater 
than interstate, but alieges evidence 
in present case proves cost of hand- 
ling through business under discus- 
sion is aS great as handling local traf- 
fic between same points; scouts claim 
for reparation (May 20, p 911). Final 
arguments in Warnock case bring 
interchange methods between eastern 
and western carriers to fore, where- 
by western line must accept traffic 
at East St. Louis (May 20, p 913). C. 
C. Wright, for carriers, files brief on 
suspended rates; restoration of 60- 
cent scale justified by evidence, his 
claim; lays stress on need of more 
revenue and the impracticability of 
maintaining varying proportional 
scales between the rivers; rate sta- 
bility the crying need (April 29, p 
780). E. J. McVann, in reply brief 
for intervening shippers, declares 
that carriers have failed to discharge 
burden of proof that return to 60- 
cent scale would be justifiable; if 
value of service is any criterion, ser- 
vice has ceased to be worth even 51 
cents because of lengthened freight 
schedules (May 13, p 857). Final ar- 
guments on suspension of inter-river 
Scaleeon seaboard shipments heard 
by Commission; Wright fears effect 
of extension of principle that through 
rate must be less than sum of locals; 
declares 60-cent scale reasonable; Mc- 
Vann denies that burden of proof is 
on shippers; intimates that commod- 
ity rates represent what the traffic 
will bear, and that attempt to raise 
through rates to the sum of the lo- 
cals is a move towards bringing class 
rates to the highest level, to be fol- 
lowed by an advance in commodity 
rates to.the ciass level or the com- 
plete abolition of the commodity rate; 
May 13, p 850. 

Packinghouse Rates: Hearing held be- 
fore Commissioner Clark in Sinclair 
Packing Co vs Chicago, Rock Island, 
et al; complaintant charges that ad- 
justment of live stock and packing- 
house rates east of Chicago on 
Cedar Rapids shipments discriminates 
against Cedar Rapids packer; asks 
rates on fresh meat and cured prod- 
uct as low as on live stock; claims 
discrimination, but refuses to state 
whether business in east is done at 
actual loss; declares adjustment 
whereby live stock rates are lower 
overturns Iowa's natural disadvantage 
of location in the heart of the hog 
country; railroads deny discrimina- 
tion and claim adjustment grew out 
of Cooley award of 1884, and has 
proven fair to all sides (March 11, p 
450). Counsel file briefs; C. A. Clark, 
for complainant, alleges present ad- 
justment discriminates against Cedar 
Rapids; avers that product should 
May as low or a lower rate than the 
re hog; also asks lower rates on 
ive animals from Missouri River to 
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Cedar Rapids and on product between 
Cedar Rapids and Mississippi River; 
John F, nerty, in brief for eastern 
lines, takes position that discrimina- 
tion charge has not been sustained; 
holds real basis of complaint was 
proposed general advance in rates 
since outlawed; maintains complain- 
ant debarred from relief because of 
its refusal to disclose any real in- 
jury caused by present adjustment 
in eastern markets or the extent of 
its competition in the east outside of 
the strictly local New York and Bos- 
ton markets; W. F. Dickinson, Wal- 
lace T. Hughes and C. C. Wright join 
in plea for Rock Island and North- 
western roads; claim sorting of hogs 
destined east permissible; hold live 
hog rates from Iowa points to Mis- 
souri River points to Cedar Rapids 
reasonable and deny unreasonable- 
ness of proportional on meat from 
Cedar Rapids to Mississippi River; A. 
P. Humburg, for Illinois Central, 
takes stand, as do all railroad coun- 
sel, that present relationship should 
not be changed, unless to increase 
live animal rates; declares other rates 
involved are reasonable and avers 
that real cause of complainant’s trou- 
bles is the diminishing hog supply 
in Iowa, not any rate adjustment 
(May 6, p 813). Final argument heard 
Colonel Clark for complainant, John 
F. Finerty, Jr., for eastern lines, and 
Cc. C. Wright for western roads; May 
20, p 916. 


Passenger Rates—Commutation: Oral 


arguments on advances in commuta- 
tion rates between New York City 
and suburban points, and in New 
England states heard by Commission; 
Frank Lyon for Gemmission, declares 
advance a burden on travelers and 
not justified by financial condition of 
roads; George F. Brownell and W. 8S. 
Jenney, for carriers, claim rates are 
below reasonable maximum, and that 
while said eondition exists Commis- 
sion is without power to pass upon 
them; George Stuart Patterson com- 
bats figures offered by Mr. Lyon; 
Jackson Reynolds draws attention to 
increased taxes on Central of New 
Jersey and service given commuter; 
Attorney-General Wilson of New Jer- 
sey declares Commission has juris- 
diction to consider reasonableness of 
rate irrespective of relationship to 
any maximum on other traffic; C. E 
Drayton speaks along similar lines, 
declaring Commission has right to 
prescribe commutation maximum; Mr. 
Brownell, in closing, declares proof 
shows rates less than reasonable; 
denies jurisdiction of Commission to 
hear case because complaint ante- 
dated act of Congress amending com- 
merce law; March 4, p 413: 


Petroleum: Commission hears final ar- 


gument in Merchants’ Freight Bureau 
vs Missouri Pacific, alleging unrea- 
sonable rate from Coffeyville, Kan., 
to Little Rock and Pine Bluff, Ark., 
on petroleum and products; complain- 
ant not represented; May 6, p 823. 


Reconsignment and Stop-Over: Com- 


mission hears final argument in 
American Hay Co vs Lehigh Valley, 
involving $2 charge for stop-over and 
reconsignment charges on hay at 
Townley, N. Y.; May 6, p 823. 


Tap Lines: Counsel file final briefs; 


for tap lines, H. M. Garwood, N. S. 
Brown and Luther M. Walter contend 
that stock ownership in industriai 
railways is material only to induce 
minute investigation to see that the 
tap line division is not excessive; 
small volume of tonnage and fact is 
furnished by interests identical with 
its stockholders no destroyer of the 
public character of a railroad, only 
material question is whether service 
rendered is a transportation service; 
deny discrimination against unincor- 
porated roads or shippers served by 
tap lines; Santa Fe, Robert Dunlap, 
T. J. Norton and James Coleman, in 
brief declare that tap line division 
is a rebate; that its legalization will 
open the way to evasion of act to 
regulate commerce; deny _ service 
rendered by tap lines is a transporta- 
tion service; Attorney-General Guion 
and Assistant Attorneys-General 
Pleasant and Barrow of Louisiana 
file intervening petition on behalf of 
tap lines; declare roads in that state 
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are common carriers and should be 
treated as such; show that percentage 
of lumber traffic to total tonnage on 
some tap lines is less than that of 
trunk roads in Louisiana; j 4 
Cowan and Andrews, Ball & Street- 
man filed brief for intervening lum- 
ber companies in opposition to tap 
line allowances; declare division 
means absorption of part of lumber 
companies’ manufacturing cost by the 
railroad and destroys the equality 
of the blanket rate adjustment; al- 
lege discrimination; deny right of in- 
dustrial road to convert itself into a 
common carrier for purpose of re- 
ceiving division on traffic to its own 
plants; declare tap lines entitied to 
remuneration for services rendered 
by shippers, but such payment should 
not come out of the trunk line rate 
(April 8, p 615). Final arguments are 
heard before Commission April 12 and 
13; H. M. Garwood, Luther M. Wal- 
ter, W. E. Glasgow, W. M. Barrow, 
Mr. Mixon, S. F. Andrews appear for 
tap lines; John H. Marble argues for 
Commission; holds tap lines division 
rebate—new method of rebating is to 
sell tonnage; J. L. Coleman appears 
for Santa Ve; S. H. Cowan for inter- 
veners; April 15, p 679. 


Transit—Starch: Commissioner Clark 


hears case of Douglas & Co vs Rock 
Island et al at Chicago; complainant 
testifies withdrawal of transit rates 
on starch is a discrimination; car- 
riers declare complainant will enjoy 
as great or greater privileges than 
its competitors; deny that withdrawal 
of transit will be prejudicial (March 
ll, p 454). W. F. Dickinson and C. 
C. Wright, in brief for Rock Island 
and Northwestern lines, deny that 
withdrawal of transit on starch at 
Cedar Rapids, Ia., discriminates 
against complainant; take position 
that transit privileges should be very 
restricted (May 13, p 854). A. P. 
Humburg, in brief for Illinois Central 
in Douglas case, also takes position 
that withdrawal “as justifiable and 
subjects complainant to no undue 
prejudice or discrimination; contends 
that rates that will now be open to 
complainant will be just and reason- 
able (May 27, p ¥58). Final argu- 
ments heard in Douglas case, C. A. 
Clark for complainant, W. F. Dickin- 
son and R. VY. Fletcher for carriers; 
May 20, p 917. 


RATES, in General 
Alternative: A commodity rate at a 


prescribed minimum cannot be held 
to be unreasonable solely on the 
ground that a higher class rate ap- 
plied to a lower carload minimum 
would, within certain limits, produce 
a lower charge. The rule for the 
alternative application of class or com- 
modity rates when both are published 
in one and the same tariff is permis- 
sive and not compulsory. The fact 
that the two rates so published take 
different minima does not modify the 
rule. Goodman Mfg Co vs PCC & 
St L et al (3783), 21 I C C Rep, 95; 
June 17, p 1080. 


Branch Line in Conflict With Fourth 


Section: See “Act'to Regulate Com- 
merce—Long and Short Haui— 
Branch Line Rates.”’ 

Through: 
Permission to reduce joint rates to 
meet sum of intermediate on less 
than 30 days’ notice, extended to 
rates other than joint (17-A—R56); 
Jan 21, p 142. 


Competitive: The presumption of rea- 


sonableness arising from the long ex- 
istence of a rate does not necessarily 
attach when the rate was established 
by the carrier, in the exercise of its 
discretion, to meet competitive con- 
ditions. Audley Hill & Co vs Sou 
Ry (3376), 20 I C C Rep, 225; March 
11, p 485. 

—The long continuance of a rate 
voluntarily established and not pub- 
lished under the compelling influence 
of competitive. conditions is in itself 
evidence of no little weight of its 
reasonableness; but the long con- 
tinuance of a rate largely loses its 
value as evidence in a case involving 
an advanced rate for the same ser- 
vice, when it is shown that the prior 
and lower rate was the result of the 
influence of a strong movement by 
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water. Commercial Club of Omaha vs 
Sou Pac et al (2736), 20 I C C Rep, 
631; May 20, p 886. 

Conditioned Upon Equipment: Where 
a shipper, without disclosing to a 
carrier the character or size of its 
shipment, orders a particular kind 
of equipment, loads its traffic there- 
on, and directs transportation of 
the shipment as loaded, it must pay 
the rate lawfully applicable to the 
class of equipment used, although a 
lower rate would have been available 
had the freight been loaded in another 
kind of car. Clinton Bridge & Iron 
Co vs C B & Q (3537), 20 I C C Rep, 
416; April 1, p 561. 

Contract: Special contract rates en- 
tered into between a municipality 
and a public service corporation in 
the granting of a franchise must fall 
before rulings of the state railroad 
commission; City of Manitowoc vs 
Man & Nor Trac Co (Wis Sup Ct.); 
Feb 18, p 259. 

Difference in Services: The difference 
in transportation conditions must be 
substantial in order to remove the 
application of section 2 of the Act. 
In re Restricted Rates (3053), 20 I 
C C Rep, 426; April 1, p 547. 

Differential: Galveston, Tex.: See 
““Texas—-Differentials.”’ 

Differential: Houston, Beaumont’ and 
Orange, Tex., to North Atlantic 
Ports: See “Rice and Rice Prod- 
ucts.’’ 

Discrimination: New Jersey Zinc Com- 
pany brands as false newspaper story 
that discrimination in rates forced it 
to close down its plant at South 
Bethlehem, Pa.; May 13, p 862. 

Export and Import: See “Export and 
Import Rates.’’ 

Joint: See “Routes, Through.’’ 

Long and Short Haul: See “Act to 
ooo Commerce—Long and Short 

aul.”’ 

New Station, in Violation of Fourth 
Section: See “‘Act to Regulate Com- 
merce—Long and Short Haul—New 
Stations.” 

Preferential: See ‘‘Rates—Restricted,”’ 


post. 

Released—Failure to Specify Valuation: 

It being known that it was the in- 
tention to ship under a released valu- 
ation, the inadvertence of the carrier 
and the shipper in failing to insert 
such rate in the contract should not 
deprive the complainant of its right 
to the lower tariff rates. Miller & 
Lux vs Sou Pac et al (3197), 20 I 
C C Rep, 129; Feb 25, p 295. 
—Recovery Under: Where carrier in- 
serts a released rate without inquir- 
ing the value of the property to be 
shipped thereunder, recovery to the 
full value on loss may be had. Mo Ct 
of Apps in Leas vs Q O & K C; 
March 4, p 373. 
—Reparation Because of: Where a 
tariff provides different rates for 
property dependent on the value 
thereof and requires that the invoice 
value shall be stated and receipted 
for in order to secure the lower rate, 
the complainant must show that the 
requirements of the tariff were com- 
plied with, or that they were unrea- 
sonable, before reparation will be 
awarded on account of application of 
higher rate to a shipment the value 
of which did not exceed that upon 
which a lower rate would have ap- 
plied had the value been disclosed to 
the carrier. Delis Paper & Pulp Co 
vs C & N W et al (3624), 201 CC 
Rep, 419; April 1, p 562. 

Restricted: Carriers ordered to cease 
and desist from maintaining tariffs 
which contain rates applicable only 
‘upon shipments for a particular con- 
signee or when the commodity trans- 
ported is for a particular use, or 
rates that are restricted to the use 
of certain shippers and not open to 
all shippers alike. In re Restricted 
- pemag pau 20 1 C C Rep, 426; April 

» Pp . 

—The Commission adheres to its rul- 
ing that “a tariff providing for re- 
duced rates on coal used for steam 
purposes, or that the carrier will re- 
fund part of the regular tari charges 
on presentation of evidence that the 
coal was so used, is improper and un- 
lawful—that is to say, that the car- 
rier has no right to attempt to dic- 
tate the uses to which commodities 
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transported by it shall be put in or- 
der to enjoy a transportation rate.” 
In re Restricted Rates (3053), 20 I 
C C Rep, 426; April 1, p 547. 

—The Commission adheres to its rul- 
ing that ‘‘a carrier, or a person or 
corporation operating a railroad or 
other transportation line may not, as a 
shipper over the lines of another car- 
rier, be given any preference in the 
application of tariff rates on interstate 
shipments, but it may lawfully and 
properly take advantage of legal tariff 
joint rates applying to a convenient 
junction or other point on its own 
line, provided such shipments are 
consigned through to such point from 
point of origin and are, in good faith, 
sent to such billed destination.”’ In re 
Restricted Rates (3053). 20 I C C Rep, 
426; April 1, p 547.—See also under 
“Courts, Commerce — Restricted 
Rates.”’ 

Returned Goods—Kansas: State com- 
mission orders restoration of reduced 
rates; May 13, p 858. 

Southwestern: President John L. Pow- 
ell of the Johnston-Laromer Dry 
Goods Co declares Southwest will 
seek relief from Congress from pres- 
= rate-basing system; Feb il, p 
» 

Specific: A specific rate having been 
established on a commodity, it must 
be applied to all grades and qualities 
of said commodity regardless of the 
use to which said commodity is put. 
Pacific Coast Biscuit Co vs OR & N 
¢ mS 20 I C C Rep, 178; March 

»P : 


Suspension:. The Commission has pow- 
er to suspend reductions to prevent 
discriminations, but a prima facie 
case clearly persuasive must be pre- 
sented before such powers should be 
exercised. In re Suspension, etc, 21 
I C C Rep, 68; June 10, p 1027. 
—The Commission is not empowered 
to suspend the operation of a sched- 
ule after it has gone into effect. In 
re Rates on Lumber, etc (I & S 14), 
21 I C C Rep, 61; May 27, p 937. 

Via Direct Routes: It is a carrier’s 
duty to provide rates via reasonably 
direct routes. Samuels & Co vs St 
L S W et al (3431), 20 I C C Rep, 
646; May 27, p 939. 

Water Competitive: Carriers may meet 
water competition in their own inter- 
est and when they choose to regard 
it a shipper should receive the bene- 
fit of its recognition. Steinfeld & Co 
vs Ill Cent et al (3364), 20 I C C Rep, 
12; Jan 7, p 16. 


RATES, Reasonableness of 

See also ‘“‘Reparation.”’ 

Advanced: Before any general advance 
in rates can be permitted it must ap- 
pear with reasonable certainty that 
earriers have exercised proper econ- 
omy in the purchase of their supplies, 
in the payment of their wages and in 
the general conduct of their business. 
In re Investigation of Advances in 
Rates by Carriers in Official Classi- 
fication Territory (3400), 20 I C C 
Rep, 243; Feb 25, p 309. 

Alternative: A commodity rate at a 
prescribed minimum cannot be held 
to be unreasonable solely on the 
ground that a higher class rate ap- 
plied to a lower carload minimum 
would, within certain limits, pro- 
duce a lower charge. The rule for 
the alternative application of class or 
commodity rates when both are pub- 
lished in one and the same tariff is 
permissive and not compulsory. The 
fact that the two rates so published 
take different minima does not mod- 
ify the rule. Goodman Mfg Co vs 
PCC & St L et al (3783), 211 CC 
Rep, 95; June 17, p 1080. 

Apportionment of Value of Property 
on Revenue Basis: See ‘‘Valuation— 
Apportionment.’’ 


Burden of Proof: See ‘‘Act to Regulate 
Commerce.”’ 


Changing Standards: A rate reason- 
able in view of the circumstances and 
conditions when it is established may. 
in course of time, become unreason- 
able by virtue of changed circum- 
stances and conditions. It is mani- 
festly impracticable for the carriers 
or the Commission in such a case to 
determine at what exact time in the 





gradual process of changes the rate 
becomes unreasonable. Anadarko Cot- 
ton Oil Co et al vs A T & S F et al 
(2469), 20 I C C Rep, 43; Jan 14, p 70. 

Classification: Differences in value of 
articles offered for transportation can- 
not be precisely reflected in the com- 
paratively small number of classes 
now used for rate-making purposes; 
and in the absence of a showing that 
the rate resulting from the classi- 
fication is unreasonable or otherwise 
unlawful, it must fairly appear that 
a particular article is not rated with 
other articles similar in value, weight, 
and other essential transportation 
qualities, before the Commission will 
require a change in the classification. 
Caldwell Co vs C I & L et al (3471), 
20 I C C Rep, 412; March 25, p 497. 

Competitive: There is a strong pre- 
sumption that rates arrived at after 
competition are reasonable. In re 
Investigation of Advances in Rates 
by Carriers in Official Classification 
Territory (3400), 20 I C C Rep, 243; 
Feb 25, p 309. 

Conditioned Upon Marking Packages: 
The provision in a tariff on low- 
priced cotton factory products specifi- 
cally named, requiring the articles to 
be plainly marked on the outside of 
packages and stated in shipping re- 
ceipt or bill of lading, not found to 
be unreasonable. Muse Bros Co vs 
CRI & P (3498), 20 I C C Rep, 235; 
March 11, p 442. 

Erroneous Publication: The alleged 
erroneous publication of a rate which 
remains in effect for more than eight 
years is not a justification for its in- 
crease. Franklin, Stiles & Franklin 
vs Sou Exp (3504), 21 I C C Rep, 88; 
June 17, p 1085. 

Estoppel of Advanced: The Commis- 
sion has no right to declare an ad- 
vance in rates unreasonable on the 
grounds of equitable estoppel. Sou 
Pac Co et al vs I C C (U S Sup Ct); 
March 4, p 405. 


Jurisdiction: Primary jurisdiction over 
questions involving the reasonable- 
ness of interstate transportation 
charges rests with the Commission. 
Sandusky Portland Cement Co vs B 
& O (U § Cir Ct of Apps, 7th Cir); 
April 22, p 756. 


Long Maintenance: The presumption 
of reasonableness arising from the 
long existence of a rate does not nec- 
essarily attach when the rate was 
established by the carrier, in the 
exercise of its discretion, to meet 
competitive conditions. Audley, Hill & 
Co vs Sou Ry (3376), 20 I C C Rep, 
225; March 11, p 435. 

—When during a long period business 
has adjusted itself to a scheme of 
rates, the Commission is not dis- 
posed, upon the mere suggestion that 
some better scheme might have origi- 
nally been devised, to subvert the 
conditions which have become estab- 
lished. In re Investigation of Ad- 
vances in Rates by Carriers in Offi- 
cial Classification Territory (3400), 
20 I C C Rep, 243; Feb Zo, p 309. 
—Competitive Rates: The long con- 
tinuance of a rate voluntarily estab- 
lished and not published under the 
compelling influence of competitive 
conditions is in itself evidence of no 
little weight of its reasonableness; 
but the long continuance of a rate 
largely loses its value as evidence in 
a case involving an advanced rate 
for the same service, when it is 
shown that the prior and lower rate 
was the result of the infiuence of a 
strong movement by water. Commer- 
cial Club of Omaha vs Sou Pac et al 
(2736), 20 I C C Rep, 631. 

Manufactured vs Raw Products: The 

general ruie is that manufactured 

products bear higher rates of trans- 
portation than does raw material, and 
it is founded in reason, because ordi- 
narily there is a substantial difference 
between the value of the one and 
that of the other, and frequently there 
is a greater degree of risk incident 
to the transportation and care of the 
manufactured product than of the 
raw material. This general rule is 
not universal, and is jeparted from 
in some instances because the reasons 
for the distinction are lacking, and 
in other cases because of couniter- 
vailing commercial and market con- 
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ditions and considerations. East St 
Louis Cotton Oil] Co vs St L& S F 
et al (2043), 20 I C C Rep, 37; Jan 
14, p 75, 

Movement, Prior Lack of: The fact 
that for a long time there had been 
no movement of a particular com- 
modity is no justification for the 
maintenance of an unreasonable rate. 
Scheuing vs L & N (3449), 20 IC C 
Rep, 550; April 22, p 722. 

Natural Conditions: It is not the 
duty of the Commission to equalize 
the profit and loss results of compet- 
ing operations in dierent localities 
by overcoming natural and commer- 
cial conditions with rate adjustments. 
East St Louis Cotton Oil Co vs St 
L & 8S F et al (2043), 20 I C C Rep, 
37; Jan 14, p 75. 

Ownership of Property: A carrier may 
not make the ownership of property 
tendered it for transportation the 
criterion by which to measure its 
charges. IC C etalvs DL & W et 
al (U S Sup Ct); April 15, p 669. 

Percentage Relationship Between Ex- 
press and Freight: Contention that 
express rates should be a certain per- 
centage higher than freight rates 
not sustained, as there is no material 
evidence of record as to the reason- 
ableness of either the express rate 
or the freight rate. Franklin, Stiles 
& Franklin vs Sou Exp (3582), 21 I 
C C Rep, 88; June 17, p 1085. 

Per-Ton-Per-Mile Earnings: There is 
no traffic except lumber, upon which 
per-ton-per-mile earnings are more 
helpful than on grain. In re Ad- 
vances, etc (3590—Sub Nos 6 and 11), 
2q., 21 I C C Rep, 22; June 3, 986. 
—Of Short Lines: The per-ton-mile 
earnings of a smal] carrier, having 
only short hauls and light business, 
may properly exceed the per-ton-mile 
earnings of stronger lines participat- 
ing in heavy traffic which moves for 
considerable distances. Burton vs 
Unadilla Valley et al (3238), 201 CC 
Rep, 75; Jan 21, p 124. 

Reduction to Meet Short Line Rates: 
The reduction by carriers of a rate 
via a long route to equal the rate 
via the short line is not of itself 
conclusive evidence of the unreason- 
ableness of the higher rate, and 
claims for reparation based upon the 
ground that the rate was reduced to 
meet such short line rate must be 
denied; Menefee Lumber Company vs 
T & FP Ry Co, 151CC Rep, 49, and 
Commercial Coal Co vs B & ORR 
Co, 15 I C C Rep, 11, reaffirmed. 
Georgia-Carolina Brick Co vs Sou Ry 
aaa 20 I C C Rep, 148; March 4, p 
odie. 

Revenues, Net: The net revenues of a 
carrier have often an undoubted and 
important bearing upon the question 
of the reasonableness of its rates, 
but the fact that they are greater 
than the returns on ordinary business 
enterprises is not sufficient in, itself 
to justify a finding that the rates are 
excessive; the value of the service 
and other factors that enter into the 
construction of rates must also be 
taken into consideration. Board of 
R R Coms of Ia vs Ill Cent et al 
(1666), 20 I C C_Rep, 181; March 4, p 
380. 

State Laws, Effect on Tonnage: The 
probable effect of state prohibitory 
laws upon the tonnage is no justifi- 
eation for the maintenance of an 
unreasonable rate. Scheuing vs L & 
N (3449), 20 I C C Rep, 550; April 22 


oe, 
799 


State vs Interstate: The presump- 
tion is that a commission-made rate 
is just; if a state commission rate 
conflicts with an interstate railroad- 
made rate the latter must yield. 
Sou Pac Co vs R R Com of Nev et al 
(U §S Cir Ct, 9th Cir); Feb 25, p 296. 
—While there ought always to ve 
harmony between state and inter- 
state transportation by rail, this Com- 
mission has no right to respect the 
policy of a state if it interferes with 
the application of a just and reason- 
able charge for an interstate trans- 
portation service. Cobb et al vs Nor 
Pac et al (3133). 20 I C C Rep, 100; 
Feb 4, p 189. 

Temporary Adjustments: The Com- 
mission is not justified in basing a 
finding of umreasonableness merely 
upon a temporary tariff adjustment, 


the chief function of which seems to 
have been to form the foundation for 
a claim for reparation. Du Pont de 
Nemours Powder Co vs Depue & 
Northern et al (2797), 20 I C C Rep, 
91; Feb 4, p 193. 

Uniformity Not Defense: While every 
effort conducive to uniformity of 
classification is to be commended, it 
does not follow that that result 
should be attained by accepting as a 
standard a classification prescribing 
a rate which when applied to a given 
commodity or territory becomes un- 
reasonable. In re Advances in Rates 
on Locomotives, etc (I & S 23), 21 I 
C C Rep, 103; June 24, p 1123. 

Water Competition—Articles Not Af- 
fected: Whatever may be the effect 
of water competition it cannot be ex- 
tended, theoretically or practically, to 
articles to which such competition 
does not apply by merely classing 
them with other things to which it 
does apply. In re Advances in Rates 
on Locomotives, etc (1 & S 23), 21 I 
C C Rep, 103; June 24, p 1123. 

Weight as a Factor: The cost of trans- 
portation is likely to vary with some 
degree of directness with the weight 
of the article to be transported, and 
in so far as cost is a factor in rate 
making, weight must likewise be a 
factor. In re Advances in Rates on 
Locomotives, etc (I & S 23), 211 CO 
Rep, 103; June 24, p 1123. 

RATE-MAKING 
See “Special Articles.’’ 
RATE WARS 

Class Rates: Delaware & Hudson and 
Erie roads announce opening of new 
rail-river-and-lake routes, New York 
to western points, establishing 52- 
cent river-rail-and-lake rate to Chi- 
cago and 62-cent river-and-rail (May 
20, p 910). New York Central lines 
announcé that they will meet cuts in 
connection with the Manhattan Navi- 
gation Company and the Western 
Tsansit Company (May 27, p 964). 
Commission sets question of suspen- 
sion of new rates for hearing at New 
York, June 2 (June 3, p 1012). 
Threatened war averted by announce- 
ment at hearing that Delaware & 
Hudson and Erie would withdraw re- 
duced rates; June 10, p 1066. 

Steamship—Pacific Mail and American- 
Hawaiian Steamship Companies in- 
terete coastwise rate war; March 
4, p 9. 


REBATES, Fines, Indictments, Etc. 


See also ‘‘Courts, Federal—Refunds.”’ 

Bethlehem Steel Co fined $40,000 in 
United States District Court at Phila- 
delphia on charge of having been 
beneficiary of illegal cancelation of 
demurrage charges (Jan 14, p 60). 
Circuit Court of Appeals sustains fine; 
June 24, p 1155. 

Delaware & Hudson and New York 
Central & Hudson River; Indictments 
charging granting rebates to General 
Electric Company dismissed by U S 
Dist Cir Ct at Syracuse, N. Y.; June 
17, p 1090. 

Elms Farm Milk Co and New York, 
New Haven & Hartford Railroad in- 
dicted by federal grand jury at Bos- 
ton, Mass.; charge is that milk com- 
pany shipped milk at a car rate in 
excess of the number of cans speci- 
fied in tariff (June 3, p 984). Elm 
Farm Milk Co pleads guilty; fined 
$3,500 and costs; June 17, p 1111. 

Lehigh«Valley Railroad fined $40,000 in 
United States District Court at Phila- 
delphia on charge of having illegally 
canceled demurrage charge against 
the Bethlehem Steel Co (Jan 14, p 60). 
U S Cir Ct of Appeals sustains fine; 
June 24, p 1155. 

Merchants & Miners’ Transportation 
Co found guilty of rebating on grain 
shipments from Philadelphia to Jack- 
sonville through Savannah by federal 
jury at Savannah, Ga. (March 25, p 
531). Fined $20,000 (April 1, p 566). 
Indictments against H. C. and M. F. 
oer oe same case quashed; April 
» Dp 5 

New York Central & Hudson River 
Railway: See ‘‘Rebates—Delaware 
& Hudson and New York Central & 
Hudson River,’’ ante. 

New York Central & Hudson River Rail- 
road fined $35,000 in United States 
District Court at Buffalo on plea of 
guilty to charge of granting rebates 
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on shipments of oil from Olean, N. Y., 
to Vermont points; March 18, p 490. 
New York, New Haven and Hartfora 
Baleean. See “Elms Farm Milk Co,” 

ante. 

“Ore Road Cases’: Indictments re- 
turned by federal grand jury at 
Cleveland against D. R. Yanna and 
R. L. Ireland of Hanna & Co., D. T. 
McCabe, Pennsylvania Co, and the 
Lake Shore & Michigan Southern and 
Bessemer & Lake Erie roads, Ange- 
line, Mahoning & Shenango, Union, 
Ashtabula and Pittsburg & Conneaut 
Dock companies charging conspiracy 
to violate Elkins law and against 
Pennsylvania Company, New York, 
Chicago & St. Louis, Lake Shore and 
Bessemer & Lake Erie charging grant- 
ing of rebates; refund of surplus dock 
earnings basis of charge (April 29, 
p 779). President McCrea of Pennsyl- 
vania Co says violation, if any, was 
both unintentional and technical; de- 
nies any discrimination; May 6, p 
831. 

Pennsylvania Railroad fined $20,000 in 
United States District Court at Buf- 
falo on plea of guilty to charge of re- 
bating on shipments of oil from Olean, 
N. by to Vermont points; March 18, 
p 490. 

Pennsylvania Railroad enters plea of 
nolo contendere to charge of depart- 
ing from published rates; fined $1,000 
in United States District Court at 
Pittsburg; May 20, p 927. 

Philadelphia & Reading Railway fined 
$40,000 in United States District Court 
at Philadelphia on charge of having 
illegally canceled demurrage charges 
against the Bethlehem Steel Co. (Jan 
14, p 60). United States Circuit Court 
of Appeals sustains fine; June 24, p 


1155. 

Philadelphia & Reading wins import re- 
bates case; United States District 
Court holds interstate commerce act 
does not apply to traffic from a for- 
eign country through the United 
States to another foreign country; 
May 27, p 977; June 17, p 1089. 

Tap Lines: Fourche River Lumber Co 
asks Arkansas Supreme Court to re- 
hear case brought by Bryant Lumber 
Co: alleges decision of court uphold- 
ing award of arbitration board that 
appellant should pay Bryant Co a 
sum equal to divisions received by 
tap line controlled by appellant on 
Bryant tonnage a legalization of a 
rebate and unlawful (March 18, p 
475). Rehearing denied; appeal to 
United States Supreme Court granted; 
April 29, p 803. 

Texas & Pacific asks for injunction 
against judgment entered against it 
in favor of shipper in local court at 
Paris, Tex., on ground that award 
would constitute a rebate; April 15, 
p 682. 


RECONSIGNMENT 


Routing—Available via Only One of Two 
Routes: Two routes, over which the 
same rate applied, were available) 
from points of origin to destination, 
Over one of said routes reconsignment 
in transit was permitted by proper 
tariff publication, but such reconsign- 
ment was not permitted over the other 
route: Held, That, in the absence of 
routing instructions by the shipper, or 
notice that its shipments were to be 
reconsigned in transit, the initial car- 
rier is not liable in damages for failure 
to forward the traffic over the route 
via which the reconsignment privi- 
lege was available. Crescent Lumber 
Co vs Ill Cent et al (3263), 201 C C 
Rep, 228; March 11, p 436. 


REDEMPTION OF TICKETS 


See “Passenger, Fares, Tariffs and 
Tickets.”’ 


REFUNDS 


See ‘‘Courts, Federal.’’ 


REFRIGERATION 


Citrus Fruits: In determining what is a 
reasonable charge for furnishing re- 
frigeration for the movement of 
citrus fruits from California to eastern 
markets, nothing should be added by 
reason of the fact that a refrigerator 
ear is used, since that has been taken 
into account in establishing the rate 
of transportation, nor for the service 
of inspection, which is substantially 
the same for all shipments; but the 
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expense of transporting the additional 
weight of the ice and for repairs to 
the ice bunkers should be considered. 
Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange et 
al vs Sou Pac et al (3000), 201 CC 
Rep, 106: Feb 25, p 282. 

—Held, That following rates per car 
for refrigeration on oranges from Cal- 
ifornia. points are not unreasonable, 
Missouri River, $60; Chicago, $62.50; 
Buffalo-Pittsburg, $72.50; New York, 
$75, and Boston, $77.50. Arlington 
Heights Fruit Exchange et al vs Sou 

_ Pace et al (3000), 20 I C C Rep, 106; 
Feb oR 282. 

—Held, That charges on oranges pre- 
cooled by shippers should not exceed 
$7.50 per car from California points 
to eastern destinations. Arlington 
Heights Fruits Exchange et al vs Sou 
Pac et al (3000), 20 I C C Rep, 106; 
Feb 25, p 282 

—Refrigeration and precooling not en- 
tirely different, and. precooling as 
practiced by the shippers differs from 
that furnished by the carriers. While 
it cannot be affirmed with entire con- 
fidence that precooling can take the 
place of standard refrigeration, under 
all circumstances, it is evident that 
the great bulk of the orange crop may 
be moved by precooling as applied by 
the shippers. Arlington Heights Fruit 
Exchange et al vs 'Sou Pac et al 
(2909), 20 I C C Rep, 106; Feb 25, p 
—Precooling at the packing house is 
a practical method which the com- 
plainants are anxious to use and for 
the efficiency of which they are will- 
ing to stand responsible, while the 
method advocated by the carriers is of 
doubtful practicability and one which 
the complainants do not dare to use 
and which the defendants are unwill- 
ing to guarantee. Arlington Heights 
Fruit Exchange et al vs Sou Pac et 
ah AOP), 20 I C C Rep, 106; Feb 25, p 
—In view of the circumstances under 
which oranges are transported, it 
is the duty of the carrier to furnish 
refrigeration upon ° reasonable - de- 
mand, and in so far as the furnishing 
of that refrigeration is a part of the 
service rendered by the carrier, the 
carrier may insist upon its right to 
furnish that service exclusively; but it 
appears that the service of precool- 
ing, as these shippers desire to use it, 
can only be performed by the shippers 
themselves, and the Commission 
thinks that upon the present record 
it is the right of these complainants 
to precool and preice their shipments. 
If, however, the carrier has been put 
to additional expense in the furnish- 
ing of the car or in the handling of 
the shipment, it should be allowed 
proper compensation upon that ac- 
count. Arlington Heights Fruit Ex- 
change et al vs Sou Pac et al (3000), 
20 IC C Rep, 106; Feb 25, p 282. 
—Carriers are not in case of pre- 
cooled shipments entitled to additional 
compensation by reason of the fact 
that a refrigerator car is furnished, 
but they are entitled for repairs to 
ice bunkers to an additional charge 
per car per trip one way. Arlington. 
Heights Fruit Exchange et al vs Sou 
Pac et al (3000), 20 I C C Rep, 106; 
Feb 25, p 282. 

—Carriers attack order in Commerce 
Court: See “Courts, Commerce—Re- 
frigeration.”’ 

Disadvantages Inherent to Shipment: 
The fact that carriers undertake to 
supply refrigeration cannot be in- 
terpretated as an offer on their part 
to overcome physical conditions and 
characteristics that are natural to the 
traffic. Georgia Fruit Exchange et al 
vs Sou Ry et al (3322), 20 I C C Rep, 
623; May 20, p 891. 

Precooling: See ‘“Refrigeration—Citrus 
Fruits,” ante. 

Strawberries: Held, That rates on re- 
frigeration on strawberries to Boston, 
—- should not exceed the follow- 

s: 
—32-quart Crates— 
Minimum Rate 


From— crates. per crate. 
Se Dee es oer be 300 16¢ 
DO Nia 5 bb ve bs ve 08 240 18¢ 
Marion, only, and 

Pitteville: 2... 6 be 300 15¢ 
Marion, only, and 

Pittsville ........... 240 17¢ 










—48-quart Crates— 
Minimum Rate 


From— : crates. per crate. 
Ore ee 200 24c 
DONG | a obi hid oie cin’ 0h 150 29c 
Marion, only, and 

Pittsville .........+. 200 22c 
Marion, only, and 

PIRES VANS 6 occ k Ks. ve 150 27c 

—160-quart Crates— 
Minimum Rate 

From— crates. per crate. 
INGRTOE Ai dice cWiod Hance 160 30c 
DOSGONE. si wide ds ives 120 36c 
Marion, only, and 

Pie |) errr a 160 28c 
Marion, only, and 

Pittsville ........... 120 34c 


Sweeney, Lynes & Co vs N Y P & N et 
of feet), 20 I C C Rep, 600; April 29, p 


Weights, Carload Minimum: Minimum 
of 22,500 pounds, or 535 crates, on 
peaches under refrigeration, 40-foot 
ear, from Georgia points, not found 
unreasonable. Georgia Fruit Ex- 
chang et al vs Sou Ry et al (3322), 20 
I C C Rep, 623; May 20, p 891. 


REGULATION 


See also “Commerce.”’ 

Theory of: Our laws do not seek to es- 
tablish dominion over private capital 
for any other purpose than to make 
sure against injustice being done the 
public and thereby to make capital it- 
self more secure. In re Investigation 
of Advances in Rates by Carriers in 
W T L, ete (3500), 20 I C C Rep, 307; 
Feb 25, p 334. 


REPARATION 


See also “Claims”? and “‘Rate, Reason- 
ableness of.” 

Basis: The Commission is not justified 
in basing a finding of unreasonable- 
ness merely on a temporary tariff ad- 
justment, the chief function of which 
seems to have been to form the foun- 
dation for a claim for reparation. Du 
Pont de Nemours Powder Co vs Depue 
& Northern et al (2797), 20 I C C Rep, 
91; Feb 4, p 193. 

Basis for Must Be Clear: Whatever may 
be the nature of the facts, circum- 
stances and conditions appearing in 
a particular case where reparation is 
involved, whether on account of ex- 
cessive rates or by reason of unjust 
discrimination, there must be that de- 
gree of certainty and satisfactory con- 
viction in the mind and judgment of 
the Commission as would be deemed 
necessary under the well-established 
principles of law as a basis for a judg- 
ment in court. Anadarko Cotton Oil 
Co etalvsA T&S F et al (2469), 20 
I C C Rep, 43; Jan 14. p 70. 

Claims for Must Be Stated: A com- 
plainant should state seasonably and 
with sufficient definiteness whether he 
will claim reparation, so that the 
Commission and the defendants may 
be advised of the nature of the claim} 
but every rule of convenience and of 
justice requires that, having made this 
statement in those general terms, the 
matter may be held in abeyance until 
the main question has been decided 
and the parties know whether any 
reparation will be awarded, and, if so, 
upon what basis. Mountain Ice Co et 
alvs DL & W, ete (1529), 21 IC C 
Rep, 45; June 3, p 996. 

Commerce Court, Jurisdiction: R. Wal- 
ton Moore and Frank W. Gwathmey, 
in brief for carriers in Thompson 
Lumber Co et al vs Interstate Com- 
merce Commission et al, deny that 
Commerce Court has jurisdiction to 
order an award of reparation where 
said order has been denied by Com- 
mission: contend that shippers volun- 
tarily submitting such claims to Com- 
mission elect a remedy which provides 
no review of an adverse decision; May 
20, p 908; May 27, p 964. 

Courts, Federal: Naylor & Co file suit 
against Lehigh Valley et al at Phila- 
delphia for recovery of reparation on 
pyrites cinders rates from Buffalo 
as awarded by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission (Feb 11, p 231). 
Judge Holland declines to allow filing 
of suit unless deposit to ¢over costs 
is made; Feb 18, p 270. 

Demurrage: Where demurrage accrues 
through fault of carrier, refund should 
be made. Schulz Co vs C M & St P 
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et al (3486), 20 I C C Rep, 403; March 
18, p 465. 

Discrimination—Courts: American Cre- 
osote Co files suit in United States 
Circuit Court at New Orleans against 
Illinois Central et al for $556,000 dam- 
ages for alleged discriminatory rates 
on ties; April 15, p 645; April 22, p 706. 


Kindel Case. See ‘“‘Decisions—Denver 
Laundry & Machine Co et alvs D& 
R G et al (3700).” 


Loading Charges: It appears that after 
the car was partly unloaded the deliv- 
ering carrier notified the consignee 
that, owing to a mistake in classifica- 
tion, additional charges must be paid, 
and, when the consignee declined to 
pay such additional charges, insisted 
that the portion of the carload which 
had been already removed should be 
returned to the car, which the con- 
signee did. Held, That the expendi- 
ture due to removing and restoring 
a part of the carload was the direct 
consequence of the unlawful act of the 
delivering carrier in declining to de- 
liver this carload, for which repara- 
tion should be awarded. Schulz Co vs 
CM & St P et al (3486), 20 I-C C Rep, 
403; March 18, p 465. 

Lumber—-Yellow Pine: Commission ends 
yellow pine reparation claims, approv- 
ing last compromise agreement; May 
29, p 922. 

Missouri River Rate Case: Commis- 
sioner Clark, in letter to traffic man- 
ager of Chicago Association of Com- 
merece, suggests that shippers stop 
running of statute of limitations by 
filing claims with Commission as well 
as with carriers, party to the repara- 
tion settlement (Jan 21, 129). 
—See also “Decisions—Wheeler & 
Motter Mercantile Co et al vs CB & 
Q et al (3660).” 

Not Necessarily a Concomitant of Re- 
ductions: Bona fide action of the car- 
riers in the necessary exercise of their 
judgment within reasonable limits 
should not always be at their peril of 
liability for reparation for the. dif- 
ference between rates initiated upon 
their judgment and later changed upon 
the judgment of the Commission. 
Therefore, the awarding of reparation 
by no means necessarily follows the 
reduction of a rate, whether by the 
voluntary action of the carriers or by 
order of the Commission. Anadarko 
Cotton Oi] Co et alvs AT& SF 
et a (2469), 20 I C C Rep, 43; Jan 14, 
p 70. 

Parties Necessary to Order for: Where 
an unreasonable joint rate has been 
collected, and the only question in- 
volved is reparation upon past ship- 
ments, the liability of the parties to 
such rate is joint and several, and the 
Commission may award reparation 
against one of the roads which par- 
ticipated in the traffic even though 
other roads which performed a part 
of the service are not made defend- 
ants. Independent Refiners’ Assn vs 
WNY&PRRCo,61CC Rep, 378, 
cited. Webster Grocer Co vs C & 
N W et al (3536), 21 I C C Rep, 20; 
May 27, p 940. 

Reduction to Meet Short Line Competi- 
tion: Held, The reduction by carriers 
of a rate via a long route to equal 
the rate via the short line is not of 
itself conclusive evidence of the un- 
reasonableness of the higher rate, and 
claims for reparation based upon the 
ground that the rate was reduced to 
meet such short line rate must be 
denied. Menefee Lumber Co vs T & 
P Ry Co, 15 I C C Rep, 49, and Com- 
mercial Coal Co vs B & O RR Co, 15 
I C C Rep, 11, reaffirmed. Georgia- 
Carolina Brick Co vs Sou Ry et al 
(3384), 20 I C C Rep, 148; March 4, 
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Rileasod Rates: Where a tariff provides 
different rates for property dependent 
on the value thereof and requires that 
the invoice value shall be stated and 
receipted for in order to secure the 
lower rate, the complainant must show 
that the requirements of the tariff 
were complied with, or that they were 
unreasonable, before reparation will 
be awarded on account of application 
of higher rate to a shipment the value 
of which did not exceed that upon 
which a lower rate would have applied 
had the value been disclosed to the 
earrier. Dells Paper & Pulp Co vs 
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C &N W et al (3624), 20 I C C Rep, 
419; April 1, p 562. 

Telegraph Tolis. See, “Decisions—Schulz 
& CovsC M & St P et al (3486).” 


REPRODUCTION 
See ‘‘Valuation.’’ 


RESTAURANTS, Station 


See ‘‘Facilities — Non-Transportation 
Services.”’ 


RETURNED GOODS RATE 
See ‘“‘Rates—Returned Goods.” 


REVENUES 
Effect on Rates: The net revenues of a 
» carrier have often an undoubted and 
important bearing upon the. question 
of the reasonableness of its rates, but 
the fact that they are greater than 
the returns on ordinary business en- 
terprises is not sufficient in itself to 
justify a finding that the rates are 
excessive; the value of the service and 
other factors that enter into the con- 
struction of rates must also be taken 
into consideration. Board of RR Coms 
of Ia vs Ill Cent et al (1666), 201 CC 
Rep, 181; March 4, p 380. 


REVIEWS 
See “Publications.”’ 


REWEIGHING 
See “Weighing and Weights.” 


RICE and Rice Products 

Houston, Beaumont and Orange, Tex., 
to New York, N. Y., Baltimore, Md., 
Philadelphia, Pa., Providence, R. -. 
and Boston, Mass., rail and ocean, via 
Galveston, Tex.: Held, That rates 
from Orange should not exceed rates 
from Beaumont; that rates from 
Beaumont and Orange should not ex- 
ceed rates from Houston by more than 
three cents C L, and that L C L rates 
from Beaumont and Orange should 
not exceed C L rates from same points 
by more than 10 cents. In re Investi- 
gation and Suspension of Advances in 
Rice Rates, etc (I & S 34), 21I1ICC 
Rep, 124; June 24, p 1120 

Texas: State commission refuses to or- 
der milling-in-transit privileges on 
intrastate shipments; June 10, p 1050. 


ROASTERS, Peanut 
See ‘‘Decisions of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commissior—Pacific Coast Bis- 
cuit Co vs Spokane P & §S et al (3135), 
20 IC C Rep, 546.” 


RODS, Iron and Steel 
See “Tron and Steel.” 


ROOFING AND BUILDING MATERIAL 
Classification: Building and roofiig pa- 
per and building and roofing felt, other 
than wool felt, are so nearly related 
and the difficulty of distinenishing be- 
tween them is so great that a tariff 
providing more advantageous rates 
and combinations with other similar 
articles in mixed carloads for the 
former than for the latter is unrea- 



























































sonable. Barret Mfg Co vs CM & St 
P et al (3303), 20 I C C Rep, 79; Jan. 
28, p 156. 









ROSS, W. L., Vice-President, Chicago & 
Alton Railroad. 

Utterances: Addresses Chicago .Trans- 
portation Association; defends pleas 
for higher rates, criticizes scientific 
management; endorses publicity in 
railroad management; April 22, p 734. 


ROUTES, Circuitous 
See “Act to Regulate Commerce—Long 
and Short Haul.” 


ROUTES, Direct 
Rates via: It is a carricr’s duty to pro- 
vide rates via reasonably direct 
routes. Samuels & Co vs St L S W et 
al (3431), 20 I C C Rep, 646; May 27, 


























p 939. 
ROUTES, Through 
Specific: Establishment of through 


routes and joint rates between inter- 
state points on defendants’ line and 
following stations on complainant’s 
line in Ohio otdered: Boston, Mon- 
terey, Hartman, Marathon, Quinns 
Crossing, Vera Cruz, Fayetteville, St. 
Martins. Stringtown.and Dodsonviile: 
application as to other stations of 
complainant denied. Cin & Col Trac 
Co vs B & OS W et al (2062), 20 
I C C Rep, 486; April 8, p 597. 
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Reasonable: To say that a shipper is 
well served when a wagon .jjaul from 
five to twelve miles is required to 
reach a station is a rule the Com- 
mission is not prepared to ‘soncur in, 
Cin & Col Trac = vs. B & os W 
et al (2062), 20 I C C Rep, 486; April 8, 


p 597. 
—The Commission ordinarily will 
not lend its aid to an effort by 


one carrier to secure traffic that is 
reasonably ‘tributary to another line 
by compelling the latter to join with it 
in through routes and rates: but the 
theory as to what traffic is tributary 
to a particular railroad niust not be 
earried to such an extreme as to im- 
pose upon shippers the burden of an 
unduly long wagon haul. Cin & Col 
Trac Co vs B& OS W et al (2062), 
20 i C C Rep, 486; April 8, p 597. 


ROUTING AND MISROUTING 
Decisions Involving: Bookwalter Wheel 
Co vs Tennessee Central et al (3358), 
20 IC C Rep, 603; May 13, p 846. 
—Crescent Lumber Co vs Ill Cent et. 
al (3263), 20 I C C Rep, 228; March 11, 
p 436. 


—Goodkind Bros vs C I & L et al 
a 21 I C C Rep, 17; May 27, p 


—Hettler Lumber Co vs Gulf & Ship 
Island et al (3800), 21 I C C Rep, 14; 
May 20, p 900. . : 
—Noble vs Jonesboro, Lake City & 
Eastern et al (3542), 20 I C C Rep, 
520; April 22, p 728. : 
—Platten Produce Co vs Kalamazoo, 
Lake Shore & Chicago et al*(2992), 20 
I C C Rep, 543; April 22, p 726. 
—Samuels, S., & Co vs St L'S W et 
al (3431), 20 I C C Ren. 646; May 27, 
p 939. 

—West Oregon Lumber Co vs Astoria 
& C R et al (3333), 20 I C C Rep, 151; 
March 4, p 398. 


Direct, Rates Should Be Provided: It 
is a carrier’s duty to provide rates via 
reasonably direct routes: ‘Samuels & 
Co vs St LS W et al (3431), 201 CC 
Rep, 646; May 27, p 939. 


Junctions Not Specified: In the absence 
of specific routing instructions it ap- 
plies via all junctions of ihe pariies 
thereto. Hettler Lumber Co vs Gulf 
& STI et al (3800), 21 I C C Rep, 14; 
May 20, p 900. 


Jurisdiction: The Act to regulate com- 
merce confers upon this Commission 
jurisdiction over a complaint for the 
recovery of a damage resulting from 
misrouting a shipment where _ such 
damage arises from a rate or charge 
in excess of the lawful rate or charge 
that would have applied Via, the route 
over which the. shipment properly 
should have moved, or movement over 
which was specifically directed bv the 
shipper. Noble vs Jonesboro, LS & E 
et al (3542), 20 I C C Rep, 520; April 22, 
p 728. 

Ohio: General issues 


Attorney- Hogan 


opinion that where there -ave-two sta-. 


tions of the same. name in state, car- 
rier will not be responsible if ship- 
ment goes to wrong destination unless 


shipper specifies county. June 17, p 
1110. 
Shippers’ Followed, Carrier Not Liable: 


A carrier does not misroute a ship- 
ment when the routing instructions 


given by the shipper are observed, and. 


it is not liable to the shipper for 
charges applicable over such route in 
excess of the charges over another 
available route. West Oregon Lumber 


Co vs Astoria & C R et al (3333), 20. 


IC C Rep, 151; March 4, p 398. 
Transit Privileges Available -via One 
Route and Not Another: Two routes, 
over which the same rate applied, 
were available from points of. origin 


to destination. Over one of said routes: 


reconsignment in transit was permit- 
ted by proper tariff publication, but 
such reconsignment was not permit- 
ted over the other route. Held, That, 
in the absence of routing instructions 
by the shipper, or notice that its ship- 
ments were to be reconsigned in tran- 
sit, the initial carrier is not liable in 
damages for failure to forward the 
traffic over the route via; which the 
reconsignment privilege waS8S available. 
Crescent Lumber Co vs [I],Cent et al 
32"). 20 IC C Rep, 228: March 11, p 
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-Skinner - 63" 
SAFETY: APPLIANCES 
Boiler Inspection: Carriers, federal in- 
spectors and representatives..of labor 
organizations hold. joint hearing be- 
fore Commission. to discuss rules gov- 
erning federal boiler inspection; agree 
with report. of Chief Inspector En- 
sign; carriers urge uniform minimum 
requirements; Commission and labor 
men satisfied with proposed at 9 


June 3, p 1020. i 
SALT i 
Retsof, N. Y., to C. F. A. points: 


Held, That 10-cent rate on coarse salt 
in: bulk to Chicago is compelled by 
eompetitive conditions non-existent at 
intermediate points, and that carriers 
will not therefore be required to scale 
down intermediate rates on percent- 
age scheme on this basis. Internation- 
al Salt Co et al vs Genesee & Wyo 
et al (3409), 20 I C C Rep, 530; April 
22, p 715. 

Retsof, N. Y., to Detroit, Mich.: RB 
ration denied. on shipments moving 
while higher rate was in effect; case 
distinguished from Delray vs P R R, 
18 I C C Rep, 259. International Salt 
Co vs P R-R. et al (3406), 20 IC C 
Rep, 539; April 22, p 718. 


SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY 
See ‘‘California.”’ 


SASH WEIGHTS 
See “‘Weights, Sash.” _ 


Billing: Devises chart for use in com- 
puting freight charges where weight 
is given in pounds and rate is in 
gross tons; May 27, p 957. 


SCIENTIFIC MANAGEMENT 

Reduction in Expenses: The Commis- 
sion cannot find that the carriers 
could make good any part of the ad- 
vances in wages by the. introduction ® 
of scientific management. In-re Inves- 
tigation of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers in Official Classification Ter- 
ritory (3400), 20 I C C Rep, 243; Feb 
25, p 309. 


SECURITIES COMMISSION 
See “Railroad Securities Commission.” 


SEED 
See “Grain and Grain Products.” 


SEWALL, E. D., Assistant to President, 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Rail- 
way. . 


’ Utterances: Conferences between ship- 


pers and.carriers are. less successful 

than heretofore. (Part.of Annual Sym- 

posium); Jan 7, p 21.; A 
SHEETS, Cotton 


See “Textiles.” " 


SHERIDAN, Hey. Traffic Mesnaw: Balti- 
more Chamber of Commerce. 
Utterances: «Denies that recent com- 
plaint on grain rates springs from un- 
sd feeling to carriers; May 27, 
p 951. 


SHIPMENTS, Foreign 
See ‘Foreign Shipments.” 


SHIP SUBSIDIES - 
See ‘Special Articles—Subsidies.” 


“SHREVEPORT RATE CASE” 
See “Complaints: Railroad Commis- 
sion of Louisiana vs St. Louis South- 
western et al (3918).” 


SHRUBBERY 
‘See “Nursery Stock. a 


SHUCKS, Corn: 
See “Grain and - Grain Products.”’ 


SKIDMORE, H. D.,. Division Fréight 

. Agent, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad. 

Billing: In: computing charges where 
weight is.in pounds and rate in gross 
tons suggests multiplication of: the 
one by the other-and division by 
— of pounds in ton; June 10, p 
1045. 


SKINNER, Consul-General, 
Hamburg. 
Special ‘Articles: Discusses develop- 
ment of German merchant marine; 
freight rates an,important factor in 
forcing growth; April 29, p 793. 


Robert P., 
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Gé Sylacauga 


SMITH, S. H., Traffic Manager, Sierra 









SYLACAUGA & WETUMPKA ‘RAIL- 
ROAD 


‘Character: Without deciding whether 
this road is a common earrier, with 
respect to traffic of the Kaul Lumber 
Co., it is a plant facility. Kaul Lum- 
ber Co vs Cent of Ga et al (698 and 
ne 20 I C C Rep, 450; April 1, p 


Ry Co of Cal. 

Special Articles: Declares that all rail- 
roads ask is a square deal and that 
“the honest business man’”’ is respon- 
sible for many of the inequities he 
now complains of; March 4, p 418. 


SNAPPED CORN 
See “Grain and Grain Products.” 


SODA WATER 
See “Liquors.” 


SOUTH CAROLINA 
Columbia: See “Columbia.” 
Decisions—Express: Express carriers 

must return empty ice cream freezers 
free to point of shipment. Owings vs 
Sou Exp Co; May 27, p 960. 

—Textiles: State commission issues 
order reducing intrastate cotton 
goods rates ranging from 9 to 30 
cents to rates ranging from 7 to 26 
cents; joint rates to be 80 per cent of 
the sum of the locals (Jan 21, p 137). 
Suspends new rates and reopens case 
(March 18, p 488). Reported that 
agreement has been reached; April 15, 


' 
° 4 


p 699. 
lation: South Carolina Merchants’ 
Manufacturers’ Association indorses 
bills before state legislature, fixing 
rates on mileage basis; fixing maxi- 
mum rates on foodstuffs and domes- 
tic produce, fertilizers requiring ex- 
pedited service and governing adjust- 
ment of claims; prohibiting over- 
charging by carriers and wire com- 
panies; governing making of joint 
rates and minimum charges; fixing 
— express rates, etc; Feb 4, 

Pp " 
Petroleum: State commission obtains 
readjustment of rates into Georgia 
from Piedmont district; May 13, p 


866. 

Re-Weighing: State commission issues 
rule given carload shippers rights to 
demand re-weighing, where scales 
are accessible; May 13, p 875. 


SOUTH DAKOTA 

Decisions: Class Rates; state commis- 
sion orders reduction of class rates 
west of Missouri River to scale pre- 
vaili east, Black Hills roads ex- 
cepted; Feb 11, p 229. 

Express: State railroad commission or- 
ders reduction of approximately 30 
mer cent in merchandise express 
rates (May 13, p 868). Express com- 
panies apply to federal court for in- 
junction; May 27, p 977. 

Rate Litigation: Hearing’ on perma- 
nent injunction proceedings against 
state grain and merchandise rates 
indefinitely postponed, pending finaij 
ag ay Minnesota rate case; June 

. p . 


SOUTHEASTERN RATE CASE 
See “Courts—Commerce.”’ 


SOUTHERN COMMERCIAL CONGRESS 
Hansel, Charles, Expert in Charge of 
New Jersey Revaluations: Addresses 
Congress on valuation of railway prop- 
erty, discussing elements to be con- 
sidered in a a fair appraisal; 
earning power, franchise and real 
value of the property among the im- 
portant factors; April 22, p 735. 

Johnson, L. E., President, Norfolk & 
Western Railway Company: Dis- 
cusses railway outlook in the South; 
field for development is large, but 
extension of transportation service is 
dependent upon public attitude; de- 
clares general charge of stock water- 
ing on Southern roads is unfounded; 
May 27, p 946. 

McKellar, R. L., Assistant Freight Traf- 
fic Manager, Southern Railway: Ad- 
dresses Congress on southern rail- 
roads, routes and ports; sees in the 
opening of the Panama Canal the 
South’s — commercial opportunity; 
March 25, p 614: 

eens New Digest; March 4, p 
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Are They Public Enemies? Contribu- 
tor, discussing Washington Letter of 
Same title, q. v., holds that regulation 
will relax according to the extent 
that railways show themselves will- 
ing to accede to supervision and to 
meet reasonable public demands; Jan 
21, p 122. 

—S. H. Smith, Traffic Manager, Si- 
erra Railway Co of California: De- 
clares that all railroads ask is a 
square deal and that “‘honest business 
man”’ is responsible for many of the 
inequities he now complains of; March 
4, p 418. 

Billing: W. F. Schroeder devises com- 
putation chart for figuring freight 
charges where weight is given in 
pounds and rate is in gross tons; May 
27, p 957. 

—W. J. Meyers, Statistician, Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, suggests 
method of computation based on fact 
that long ton is 12 per cent greater 
than ordinary ton; June 3, p 1011. 
—H. D. Skidmore, Division Freight 
Agent, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad, suggests multiplying weight 
by rate and dividing result by num- 
ber of pounds in long or short ton 
as case may require; June 10, p 
1045. 

Grain: C. B. Stafford, Commissioner, 
Memphis Hay & Grain Assn, declares 
that present transit regulations at 
Memphis are discriminatory against 
grain shippers in that city; Memphis 
wants benefit of proportional rates; 
Feb 11, p 221. 

Legislation: Attitude of leaders in 
Congress makes prospects of early 
changes in commerce laws very re- 
mote; June*3, p 1012. 

Merchant Marine: W. P. Skinner, 
United States Consul General, Ham- 
burg, discusses development of Ger- 
man merchant marine: freight rates 
an important factor in forcing growth; 
April 29, p 793. 

Outlook for 1911 Good: Prominent rep- 
resentatives of shippers and carriers 
write for The Traffic World on signifi- 
cant features of 1910, and prospects 
for 1911; material outlook good, but 
railroad men think transportation 
progress waits upon rate decision; 
F. A. Delano, E. D.:Sewall, ‘‘Trans- 
continertal,”’ I. S. Bassett, O. F. Bell, 
J. M. Glenn, H. G. Krake, E. J. Mc- 
Vann, F. B. Montgomery and G. A. 
Wrightman contribute to symposium; 
Jan 7, p 21. 

Parcels Post: P. R. Howard deciares 
first step towards parcels post is for 
government t» declare its monopoly 
on all packages up to present four- 
pound limit; Feb 11, p 225. 

Rate Adjustments: Subscriber calls 
attention to fact that low rates are 
usually on so-called ‘‘trust’’ commodi- 
ties and alleges that railroads are 
practically powerless to put these 
rates on a proper basis; a need is here 
for proper alignment, but action must 
come from commissicns; Jan 21, p 136, 
—J. CC. Forester, Secretary, Fort 
Scott, Kan., Industrial Association, 
declares that great need is presence 
of recognized relationship between 
rates; suggests national carrier-ship- 
per board to work fér establishment 
of = relationship; March 18, 
Pp y 
—J. H. Johnston, Traffic Manaker, 
Oklahoma Traffic Association, declares 
there is need for rate adjustment 
board of shippers and carriers who 
should work towards securing uni- 
formity of rate schedules in different 

agwens of the country; March 11, p 
—J. H. Johnston, Traific Manager, 
Oklahoma Traffic Association, declares 
present rate-basing plan a failure; 
nothing to justify the continued ex- 
istence of system of breaking rates; 
May 13, p 862. 
—Subscriber suggests new rate boards 
in. diferent territories to hear and 
handle complaints and suggestions of 
shippers; believes unification of class- 
ification and better rate-making 
would follow such plan; Feb 18, p 246. 

Rate-Making in South: Charles S. Fay, 
General Freight Agent, Sunset Route, 
describes origin and development of 
rate-making in that territory; classi- 
fication, theories of rate-making, di- 








Statistics 





visional grouping of rates and possi- 
ble effect of long and short haul 
clause; March 18, p 469. : 

Regulation of Commerce: Judge W. 8S. 
Thorington suggests the use of the 
tenth section of the federal constitu- 
tion as a means of solving the per- 
plexing question of overlapping and 
conflicting state and interstate regu- 
lation; May 13, p 865. 

Subsidies: Ocean mail subvention only 
a euphonism for subsidy, declares con- 
tributor; the law should allow Ameri- 
can registration to foreign built ves- 
sels when American-owned; Jan 7, 


p 37. 

Tariffs: Reproduction of Norfolk & 
Western issue of 1836 shows great 
contrast with tariff and rate-making 
methods of to-day; Feb 11, p 228. 

Transit: E. N. Loomis, Vice-President, 
International Apple Shippers’ Associ- 
ation, declares development of box 
apple industry is dependent upon 
storage in transit privileges being 
granted; contends that railroads 
would be benefited by practice; May 
13, p 867. 


SPECIAL PRIVILEGES 


See “Privileges.” 


SPECIFIC RATING 


See “Paper and Paper Stock—Wakx.” 


SPENCER, O. M., General Solicitor, Bur- 





lington Lines—West. 

Utterances: Addresses St. Joseph Pros- 
perity Dinner; declares railroads are 
great developers and should not he 
unduly hampered; more friendliness 
and less friction between carriers and 
shippers needed; June 10, p 1045. 


SPRINGFIELD, O. 


Shippers organize Springfield Traffic 
Bureau to replace old shippers’ asso- 
ciation; George L. Cory made secre- 
tary and manager; March 18, p 492. 


SPRUCE 


See ‘‘Lumber and Forest Products.”’ 


SPUR TRACKS 


Reasonable Regulations: If a railroad 

goes beyond its common law duty as 
a carrier and undertakes to operate 
a spur track for the convenience of 
a shipper, its requirement that the 
shipper shall release it from liability 
for loss and damage by ‘dre on the 
premises caused by sparks and coal 
from the railroad locomotives while 
on the spur track is not an unrea- 
sonable demand. Imperial Wheel Co 
vs St LIM & S (2946), 20 TC C 
Rep, 56; Jan 14, p 77. 
—In undertaking as a service on a 
spur track off its own right of way, a 
earrier may attach reasonable condi- 
tions to the undertaking. Imperial 
Wheel Co vs St LIM & 8S (2944), 
20 I C C Rep, 56; Jan 14, p 77. 


STAFFORD, C. B., Commissioner, Mem- 


phis Hay and Grain Association. 
Transit: Declares that present transit 
arrangements at Memphis, Tenn., dis- 
criminate against grain shippers of 
that city; Memphis wants benefit of 
proportional rates; Feb 11, p 221. 


STARCH 
See “Grain and Grain Products.’ 


STATE VS INTERSTATE LAW 
See ‘‘Laws, Local.” 


STATIONS 
See ‘Facilities.”’ 


STATISTICS 

Canada: Report for fiscal year of 1916 
shows that Dominion mileage has 
doubled in 22 years; present mileage, 
24,731; Feb 11, p 229. 

Canal, New York: Report for 1910 
shows decline of 43,124 tons in ton- 
nage passing through state canals; 
Jan 28, p 178. 

Express: Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission issues first annual report; de- 
clares express service is not a trans- 
portation service; discusses history 
of companies; net corporate income 
for year 1909 given as $15,382,553.58; 
Jan 14, p 87. 

Foreign vs American Railroad: Prus- 
sian statistics show average per ton 
per mile rates greatly in excess of 
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American; American wages much 
greater and average gross revenue on 
American roads slightly higher; 
American carloads and trainloads in 
eastern states much heavier; May 13, 


p 875. 

Legislative: Special committee on re- 
lations of railway operation to legis- 
lation of the American Railway As- 
sociation reports 512 bills have been 
introduced, affecting railway opera- 
tion in present sessions of state legis- 
latures; May 13, p 870. 

Railway, Earning: : Interstate Com- 
merce Commission reports for Sep- 
tember, 1910, show decrease of $3,- 
944,332.99 from figures for same month 
in 1909; operating ratio jumps from 
61.25 to 64.32; Jan 14, p 55. 


—February net operating revenue, ac- 
cording to Bureau of Railway Econ- 
omics, shows decline of 14 per cent, as 
compared with February, 1910; Com- 
mission reports total operating income 
for January as $44,677,476.63, against 
$48,649,289.80 in 1910; April 29, p 778; 
May 6, p 831. 

—March earnings, according to Bu- 
reau of Railway Economics, show de- 
cline of 12.8 per cent in net operating 
revenues, as compared with March, 
1910; February totals reported by 
Commission show decline of nearly 
$7,500,000; June 10, p 1044. : 

STEEL TOWER MATERIAL 
See ‘“‘Tower Material, Steel.”’ 


ST. JOSEPH, Mo. 


Prosperity Dinner: Business Men's 
League and Commercial Club join in 
good-fellowship evening; many promi- 
nent railroad men in attendance; ad- 
dresses delivered by Gardiner La- 
throp, H. U. Mudge, O. M. Spen- 
cer, B. F. Bush, Louis Mot- 
ter and A. L. Mohler; June 10, p 
1036. 

—See under speakers’ names for ad- 
dresses. 


ST. LOUIS, Mo. 
Class Rates to Texas Common Points: 
Held, That rates should not exceed 
the following: 
Class.. 1 $. 23 4-5 ABCD BB 
Rate ..147 125 104 96 75 79 70 58 46 39 
Railroad Commission of Texas vs A 
T & S F et al (1675), 20 I C C Rep, 
463; April 1, p 537. 


ST. LOUIS, IRON MOUNTAIN @ 
SOUTHERN RAILWAY 
See ‘‘Traffic Agreements.”’ 


; 


4 


ST. LOUIS & SAN FRANCISCO RAIL- 
ROAD 
See “Traffic Agreements.” 


ST. MARTINS, O. 
See “Routes, Through—Specific.”’ 


a 

STOCK OWNERSHIP 
See “‘Act to Regulate Commerce—Com- 
modities Clause.’’ 


STONE 
Texas, Intrastate: State railroad com- 
mission authorizes rate of 50 cents 
per net ton on crushed stone, Jacks- 
boro to Fort Worth; April 29, p 765. 


Y 
a 


STONE, Henry L., General Counsel, 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad Com- 


pany. 

Long and Short Haul: In brief filed 
with Commission takes position that 
water route provision must be liber- 
ally construed or else it will be held 
unconstitutional; April 22, p 730. } 


STORAGE : 
See also ““Demurrage.”’ 
Free—Limitation of: On the facts of 
record, limitation of free time for 
removal of shipment from defend- 
ant’s wharf to four days at Phila- 
delphia not found unreasonable. 
Goldenburg vs Clyde S S Co (3393), 
20 I C C Rep, 527; April 22, p 719. 
When Assessable: When a carrier ac- 
cepts a shipment it is its duty to 
transport it to destination and put 
it in the customary place of delivery 
for the. consignee at such destination; 
it is its duty to keep the freight 
without cost to the consignee until 
such delivery is made. U S vs Tex & 
Pac, U S Dist Ct, New Orleans 








| ness of local charges before state 
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{eetae's charge to jury); Feb 11, p 


Track—Waiver of Charges: Where de- 
murrage charges are waived because 
of weather conditions, track storage 
charges shall also be waived. Murphy 
Bros vs N Y C & H R (2398), etc; 
21 I C C Rep, 176; June 24, p 1130. 


STRAWBERRIES 
See ‘Fruits and Vegetables.” 


STREET RAILWAYS 
See ‘“‘Courts, Commerce.’ 


{ 
STRINGTOWN, O. 
See ‘‘Routes, Through—Specific.”’ , 
SUBSIDIES, Ship 
See “Special Articles—Subsidies.”’ 
’ 
SUBVENTION 
See ‘‘Special Articles—Subsidies.”’ ¢ 
> 
SUGAR 
See ‘“‘Allowances.”’ 2 
SUPPLIES 


Economy in Purchase: See “Rates, 
Reasonableness of—Advanced.”’ 


SUSPENSION OF RATES 
See ‘‘Rates—Suspension of.”’ 


SWITCH CONNECTIONS 2 

Local Laws Cannot Control Interstaie 
Commerce: A local law under which 
an electrically operated interurban 
line has no right to demand a switch 
connection and interchange of traffic 
with a steam railway is controlling 
only in so far it relates to local traf- 
fic; it cannot be permitted to operate 
as an impediment to the movement of 
interstate traffic after the Congress 
has legislated upon the subject by 
requiring such connection and inter- 
change under certain conditions which 
in this proceeding are shown to exist. 
Cine & Col Tract Co vs B& OS W 
et al (2062), 20 I C C Rep, 486; April 
8, p 597. 


SWITCHING 

See also “Spur Tracks” and ‘Terminal 
Charges.”’ 

Absorption Making Less Net Rate to 
More Distant Than to Intermediate 
Point: See under “Act to Regulate 
Commerce, Fourth Section—Switch- 
ing Absorptions.”’ 

Baltimore, Md.: Committee of com- 
mercial associations announce inten- 
tion of taking question of reasonable- 


commission; allege Baltimore rates 
greatly in excess of those in other 
cities; Jan 28, p 177. 


Chicago, Ill.: Report that railroads and 
shippers are ‘unable to get together 
on compromise code of rules denied 
(March 4, p 421). State commission 
announces it will permit filing of 
— subject to complaint; March 11, 
p 460. 

Crawfordsville, Ind. (Intrastate): Rate 
fixed at $3 per car on the Monon. 
Mercer-Wheeler Lumber Co vs C I 
& L et,al (Ind R R Com); April 1, p 

Defined: The word “switch” distinctly 
contemplates a car movement from 
or to a connection within switching 
limits. Akron Gravel & Cement Co 
vs B & O et al (Ohio R R Com); 
June 10, p 1046. 

Georgia: State commission fixes 
eharges for intra-terminal service 
within customary industrial switching 
limits; where two carriers are inter- 
ested, rate shall not exceed $4 per 
car; where three, $5; no charge to 
be made for empty movement in op- 
posite direction; May 27, p 973. 

Houston, Tex.: State commission is- 
sues regulations governing L C L 
freight in excess of 8,000 pounds; 
when not passing through freight 
houses, absorption rules on C L 
freight will prevail; when passing 
through freight houses rates run from 
$2.25 to $6.50 per car; June 17, p 1094. 

Indiana—Courts: State Supreme Court 
affirms decision of Indiana railroad 
commission establishing switching 


rate of $3 per car on traffic inter- 
changed between the Monon and In- 
dianapolis Southern at Bloomington; 
June 3, p 985 


lows: State house passes bill defining 


switehi service and increasing state 
—a powers thereover; April 
, p vd 


Oklahoma: State corporation commis- 
sion promulgates switching schedule, 
naming $2 per car as the maximum 
charge for a minimum haul, and $3 
for the maximum; declares that car- 
riers should absorb charges on live 
stock at Oklahoma City and reserves 
right to consider matter if not satis- 
factorily adjusted; March 11, p 452. 


SWITCHING LINE TICKETS 
See “Bills of Lading—Misdating.” 


SWITCH TIES 
See ‘‘Lumber.” 


TANKAGE 
See ‘‘Fertilizer.”’ 


4 
TANK MATERIAL, Wooden 

Classification: Fifth class ratings in 
the white not found unreasonable. 
Caldwell Co vs C I & L et al (3471), 

20 I C C Rep, 412; March 25, p 497. 
Louisville, Ky., to Shawano and Com- 
bined Locks, Wis.: Held, That rates 
should not exceed combination on ‘in- 
termediate rates upon Milwaukee, 
Wis. Caldwell Co vs CI & L et al 
os 20 I C C Rep, 412; March 25, 


p 497. 

Louisville, Ky., to West Port Arthur, 
Tex.: Held, That L C L rates should 
not exceed combination of intermedi- 
ate rates upon New Orleans, La. 
Caldwell Co vs CI & L et al (3471), 
20 I © C Rep, 412; March 25, p 497. 

t 


TAP LINES 

See also ‘Industrial Roads.’’ 

Estopped from Complaining of an Ad- 
vance: A tap line party to an ad- 
vance, if a common carrier, is es- 
tepped from complaining through its 
parent lumber company of such in- 
crease in rates. Kaul Lumber Co vs 
Cent of Ga et al (698 and 707), 20 I 
C C Rep, 450; April 1 p 556. . 

Final Arguments and _ Briefs: See 
“Rate Hearings and Arguments.” 
Rebates: Attorneys for Fourche River 
Lumber Co ask Supreme Court of 
Arkansas for rehearing in case 
brought by Bryant Lumber Co; allege 
decision of court upholding a of 
arbitration board that appellant pay 
Bryant Co a sum equal to divisions 
received by tap line controlled by ap- 
pellant on Bryant tonnage unlawful 
and a legalization of a rebate (March 
18, £ 475). Rehearing denied; appea) 
to rues Court granted; April 23, 

p 3 

Sylacauga & Wetumpka: Held, That 
with respect to the traffic of the Kau? 
Lunmber Co, said road is a plant fa- 
cility. Kaul Lumber Co vs Cent of 
Ga et al (698 and 707), 20 IC C Rep 
450; April 1, p 556. 


TARIFFS 

Combination vs Through Rates: Per- 
mission to reduce joint rates to sum 
of locals on less than 30 days’ notice 
extended to charges other than joint 
(17-A—R56); Jan 21, p 142. 

Consolidated Carloads: Commission is- 
sues order that carriers must line up 
sup tariffs in accordance with de- 
cision of Supreme Court in Interstate 
Commerce Commission vs D L & W, 
q. v.; May 20, p 923. 

Interpretation of: See “Decisions of 
Interstate Commerce Commission— 
Pacific Coast Biscuit Co vs Spokane 
P & 8S et al (3135), 20 I C C Rep, 
546,” and “Thompson vs Louisville & 
——— et al (3351). 20 I C C Rep, 
Jk. 

Long and Short Haul: Commission 
amends Rule 56 of 17-A so that 
changes to conform with law may 
be made upon one day’s notice, pro- 
viding. such changes are reductions; 
Jan 21, p 142. 

Old Time: Reproduction of Norfolk & 
Western issue of 1836 shows great 
contrast with present-day rate and 
tariff-making methods; Feb 11, p 228. 

Short Notice: See ‘‘Tariffs—Combina- 
tion vs Through Rates,” and “Tar- 
iffs—Long and Short Haul.’ 

Simplification of: New York Central 

Fast Freight Lines issue improved 
rate-basing and billing guide book; 
centra) feature is the placing of spe- 
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TELEGRAPH TOLLS 


TENER, John S., Governor, Pennsylvania. 


TENNESSEE 








cial notes referring to particular sta- 
tions on same page that station is 
listed and having only one note to a 
station; May 20, p 923. ce 
Specific Rates:,.A specific rate having 
been established on a commodity it 
“ must be applied to all grades and 
* qualities of said commodity regard- 
less of the use to. which said com- 
modity may be put. Pacific Coast Bis- 
cuit Co vs O.R & N et al (3097), 20 
I C C Rep, 178; March 4, p 386. 
Suspension of: The Commission is not 
empowered to suspend the operation 
of a schedule after it has gone into 
effect. In re Rates on Lumber, etc 
(I & S 14), 21 I C C Rep, 61;. May 
27, p 937. : 
Suspended: Suspension of tariffs ad- 
vancing rates, when indexed, will be 
found under the commodity affected 















ad “Rate Advances—Suspension 
of.’”’ 
Terminal: Carriers may incorporate 


terminal rules and regulations in pill- 
ing books for information, regular 
tarifs to govern in case of conflict 
Yamendment to Rule 10-18-A); May 
13, p 866. 


Cost of: Telegraphic instructions or in- 
quiries relating to shipments made 
by shippers to or of a carrier may not 
properly be paid for by the carrier 

“unless so provided in its published 
tariffs; a telegram sent by the carrier 
to the shipper relating to his traffic, 
and.his reply thereto, pertain.to the 
business of the carrier, and may be 
Sent at its expense (Conf Rul); April 
8, p 614. 





Utterances: Recommends, in inaugural 
address, that railroad board be re- 
‘ placed by public utilities commission 
with largely increased powers; Jan 
* 21, p 103. 


Decisions—Passenger Rates: State 
commission holds that Tennessee Cen- 
tral Railroad is entitled to charge 3 
*eents per mile; June 24, p 1154, 


TENNESSEE CENTRAL RAILROAD 
Passenger Fares: Tennessee railroad 
commission holds.road is entitled to 
charge three"cents per mile; June 24, 

p 1154. 


TERMINAL CHARGES 

Track Storage: See ‘‘Storage.’’ 

Tariffs: Carriers may incorporate ter- 

* minal charge rules and regulations of 
various lines in billing guides for in- 
formation only—regular tariffs to 
govern in case of conflict. (amendment 
to I8A-R10);‘May 13, p “866. 

Wharfage: Fees: The assessment of a 
ee at one port.and not at.another 
where substantially similar’ conditions 
prevail is discriminatory. Lake Drum- 
mond Transp Co vs Norf. Sou (N°.C 

"RR Com); May .53, p 868. 


TERMINAL COMPAN:ES 
‘Jurisdiction’ Over: The property of a 
terminal company’ necessary in the 
transportation or delivery of inter- 
state and foreign freight of a carrier 
. falls under the definition of a railroad 
in the Act to regulate commerce and 
* such company becomes a common 
earrier subject to the regulation of 
the Commission. Sou Pac Term Co et 
al vs I CG C (U S Sup Ct); March 4, 
p 399. 


TERMINAL DELIVERIES 

National Industrial Traffic League re- 

ceives committee report*’.on; April 
15, -p 674. . ¢ 


TGRMINAL FACILITIES 
Sce also: ‘‘Facilities.”’ ar 
Giving Use to Competitor: When a 

railway is paid a proportion of a joint 
rate, or its local transportation ser- 
vice, it is not in any sense throwing 
open its terminals to another carrier; 
but if it should take a car from a 
* connection and place it on its public 
delivery siding at a switching rate 
it would be throwing open ‘its termi- 
nals to another railroad, and it is un- 
der no obligation so to do. ‘Akron 
Gravel -& Cement Co vs B & OQ et al 
(Ohio R R Com); June 10, p 1046: 





























TERMINAL SERVICES 


See also ‘‘Allowances.’’ 
Live Stock: 


TEXAS 


Demurrage: 

























Texas Wharves, Docks and Railroad 


Companies Placed Under State Com- 
mission Control: ‘See “Texas.” 


TERMINAL ROADS | 
See “Industrial ' 


Roads” and “Tap 
Lines.”’ 


Held,. That defendants 
should make live stock deliveries on 
complaint’s sidetrack at Gwynn’s 
Run, Baltimore, Md. Baltimore 
Butchers’ Abbattoir & Live Stock 
Co vs P B & W et al (2980), 201 CC 
Rep, 123; Feb 25, p 292. 

Must Be Reasonable and Non-Dis- 
criminatory: Carriers should not 
make contracts which abrogate the 
Act to regulate commerce; they should 
@not refuse, because of their own con- 
tract, to furnish a delivery that is 
reasonable upon tracks which they 
use as a terminal for the shippers; 
and they ‘should not discriminate be- 
tween coommodities in the delivery 
which they give, where no reason ex- 
ists for such discrimination excepting 
the presence of a contract made with 
a private corporation. Baltimore 
Butchers’ -Abbattoir & Live Stock Co 
vs P B & W et al (2980), 20 I C C 
Rep, 123; Feb 25, p. 292. 


Commen Point Territory: State rail- 
road commission issues order extend- 
ing common_ point territory on the 
Galveston, Harrisburg & S A from 
San Antonio west to and including 
Del Rio and on the branch line to 
— including Eagle Pass; Jan 21, p 
—State commission extends common 
point territory on the Fort Worth & 
Rio Grande from Brady to Menard; 
Feb 18, p 260. 

Courts—Rebates: Texas & Pacific asks 
for injunction against judgment en- 
tered in local court at Paris on ground 
award would constitute a rebate; 
April 15, p 682. 

—Undercharges: San Antonio & Ar- 
ansas Pass files suit in state court 
for recovery of alleged back freight 
charges from Dickson Car Wheel Co; 
March 11, p 461. 

Dallas: See ‘Dallas.’ 

Decisions—Rice—tTransit: State com- 
mission declines. to order milling in 
transit privileges on intrastate ship- 
ments of rice; June 10,'p 1050. 

State commission amends 
demurrage rules; carriers must not be 
obstructed during free unloading 
time; after demurrage has begun to 
accrue, if unloading has not begun 
car may be shifted to storage track, 
but 24 hours’ additional free time will 
then be allowed for replacement; 
April 29, p 803. 

Differentials: Court of Civil Appeals 
holds it illegal to charge Galveston 
a differential rate over Houston for 
equi-distant hauls. Galveston Cham- 
ber of Commerce vs Railroad Com- 
mission; March 25, p 513. 

Loading: State commission extends 
emergency loading order to cover 
‘Houston (Feb 18, p 270). State com- 
mission instructs attorney-general to 
sue roads for failure to obey its load- 
ing absorption order (April 15, p 645). 
State commission grants permission 
to International & Great Northern to 
absorb loading costs not exceeding 
$6 per car, on bananas loaded at Long 
Beach. wharf for intrastate points 
March 25, p 502. 

Rate Adjustment: Texarkana & Fort 
Smith road empowered to apply Gal- 

‘ veston-Houston class and commodity 

scale as maxima between Port Ar- 

: thur and Beaumont; March 11, p 424. 

+ Rates, Special: State commission is- 

‘ sues rule that special commodity 

i ‘rates between specified points shall 

not be exceeded at intermediaté sta- 

' tions, unless authorized by, commis- 
sion; June 17, p 1110. 

' Report: State commission submits re- 

; port for year ending Oct 31, 1910; re- 

rt news request for special assistant at- 

. torney-general to handle commission 

eases; mileage for fiscal year of 1910 

; shows net increase of 709.09;' freight 

* * revenues increase 3.51 per cent; gross 

earnings increase 4.76 per cent; oper- 
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ating expenses 6.58 per cent; income 
from operation decreases .79 per cent; 
Jan 7, p 47. : 
Switching: State commission fixes rate 
of 5 cents per cwt switching charge 
between Long Beach and Houston 
proper, except where existing rates 
are less; March 25, p 518. 
—Texas commission issues order with 
respect to switching L C L freight 
in excess of 8,000 pounds at Hous- 
ton; absorption rules on traffic not 
passing through freight houses to be 
the same as on carload freight; rates 
through freight house run from $2.25 
to $6.50 per car; June 17, p 1094. 
Terminal Facilities: New law enacted 
in Texas placing all wharves, docks 
and railroad terminal companies un- 
der the jurisdiction of the state 
board; text of law; April 1, p 576. 


TEXAS COMMON POINTS 


Class Rates from St. Louis: Held, 

That rates should not exceed the 
following;:, 
Class.. 1 2 3 4 BS ABCGOD EB 
Rate ..147 125 104 96 75 79 70 58 46 39 
Railroad Commission of Texas vs A 
T & S F et al (1675), 20 i C C Rep, 
463; April 1, p 573. 


TEXTILES 


Fort Wayne, Ind., to Beloit, Wis.: 
Held, That rate on triplex cloth, L C 
L, should not exceed combination on 
Chicago, Ill. Rosenblatt & Sons vs 
C & N W et al (2977), 20 I C C Rep, 
447; April 1, p 563. 

Long and Short Haul: Application to 
maintain lower rates on cotton sheets 
and pillow cases from Danville, Va., 
to Ohio and Mississippi River cross- 
ings lower than to points intermedi- 
ate temporarily granted (Order No 
17); May 13, p 852. 

Mantle Fabrics: In the absence of a 
specific rating, the application of a 
rate for dry goods, n. o. s., is justified 
on shipments of knitted cotton fabric 
in tubular form for use as founda- 
tion material in gas mantles, and not 
netting, n. o. s. Western Mantle Co 
vs Spokane P & §S et al (3172), 20 I 
C C Rep, 643; May 20, p 901. 

Regulations Governing Shipping: The 
provision in a tariff on low-priced 
cotton factory products specifically 
named, requiring the articles to be 
plainly marked on the outside of 
packages and stated in shipping re- 
ceipt or bill of lading, not found to 
be unreasonable. Muse Bros Co vs 
CRI & P (3498), 20 I C C Rep, 235; 
March 11, p 442. 

South Carolina: State railroad commis- 
sion issues order reducing intrastate 
cotton goods rates from 9 to.30 cents 
to rates ranging from 7 to 26 cents; 
joint rates to be 20 per cent less than 
the sum of the locals (Jan 21, p 137). 

Suspends new rates and re-opens 
case; March 18, p 488. 

Triplex Cloth: Generally speaking, trip- 
lex cloth may properly take the rate 
applied to dry goods, n. o. s. Rosen- 
blatt & Sons vs C & N W et al 
en , 20 I C C Rep, 447; April 1, p 


THORINGTON, W. S., Judge. 

Special Articles: Suggests use of tenth 
section of federal Constitution as so- 
lution of perplexing problem of over- 
lapping and conflicting state and in- 
terstate regulation; May 13, p 865, 


TIES 
See ‘‘Lumber.” 
TOLEDO, O. 


Chamber of Commerce: Merchants’. & 
Manufacturers’ Board urges shippers 
to use more care in the preparation of 
bills of lading and shipping tickets; 
Feb 18, p 268. 


TOLEDO TRANSPORTATION CLUB 
Annual Meeting: Holds annual meet- 
ing; re-elects Conlon president and 
MacComber secretary; W. H. Blank, 
first vice-president, and E. L. Adams, 
secretary; May 13, p 877. 


TOLEDO & OHIO CENTRAL LINES 
Mergers: See ‘‘Ohio—Mergers.”’ 


TOLLS, Bridge 
Passenger: See ‘Passenger 
Tariffs and Tickets.’’ 


{ 
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Tons 


TONS, Gross 

Meyers, W. J., Statistician, Interstate 
Commerce Commission: Suggests 
method of computing charges where 
weight is in pounds and rate in gross 
tons, with fact thai long ton is 12 
per cent greater than net ton as a 
basis; June 3, p 1011. 

Schroeder, W. F., Toledo: Devises ton- 
nage chart for use in figuring freight 
charges where weight is in pounds 
and rate in gross tons; May 27, p 
vol. 

Skidmore, H. D., Division Freight 
Agent, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
suggest multiplication of weight by 
rates and division by number of 
gg in ton as short cut; June 10, p 


TOOLS 
Texas, Intrastate: State commission 
grants readjustemnt of rates on hose, 
mattocks and picks; March 11, p 461. 


TOWER MATERIAL, Steel 

Louisville, Ky., to West Port Arthur, 
Tex.: Held, That L C L rates should 
not exceed combination of intermedi- 
ate rates based upon New Orleans, 
La. Caldwell Co vs CI & L et al 
(3471), 20 I C C Rep, 412; March 25, 
p 497. 


TRACKS, Spur 
See “Spur Tracks.”’ 


TRACK STORAGE CHARGES 
See ‘‘Storage.”’ 
{ 


TRAFFIC AGREEMENTS 

St. Louis & San Francisco and. Atchi- 
son, Topeka & Santa Fe Systems: 
Traffic agreement entered into where- 
by former line will secure short route 
to Los Angeles and San Francisco 
from St. Louis via Springfie!d, Mo., 
to Avard, Okla., and thence via Santa 
Fe; June 10, p 1056. 

St. Louis & San Francisco and St. 
Louis, Tron Mountain & Southern: 
Announcement made that roads have 
entered into 90-year agreement, 
whereby the former uses tracks of 
latter between Memphis and Baton 
Rouge at annval rental and share of 
maintenance charges; June 3, p 1014. 


TRAFFIC CLUB of Chicago 

Delano, F. A., President, Wabash Rail- 
road Company: In address before 
club declares there is cause for optim- 
ism even in adverse rate advance de- 
cisions; sees good to honest railroads 
and shippers in strict regulation; 
May 27, p 941. 

Dinner, Annual: Annual dinner prcves 
big success; club addressed by C. F. 
Moore of New York and Adam Bede 
of Minnesota; Jan 28, p 178. 

Election: Nominating committee pro- 
poses slate with F. P. Eyman, assist- 
ant freight tariffic manager, Chicago 
& Northwestern Railway, as presi- 
dent; Guy S. McCabe, general western 
freight agent, Pennsylvania Company, 
secretary, and John H. Grace, assist- 
ant general freight agent, Great 
Northern Railway, treasurer (March 
4, p 420). Regular slate elected with- 
out contest; April 1, p 584. 

Ellis, William, Commerce Counsel of 

: the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
Railway: Addresses March noon-day 
luncheon on regulation; declares need 
now is for constructive and permis- 
sive supervision as well as restrictive; 
railroad bourbon and railroad baiter 
are dying together; wants railroad 
representation on commissions, March 
18, p 467. 

Membership: Board of governors limits 
resident membership to 600 and non- 
resident to 200; March 18, p 493. 

McCornack, Walter E., Attorney: Ad- 
dresses club at non-day luncheon; 
shows how government has assumed 
control over transportation through 
the development of the commerce 
clause’ of the federal constitution; 
sees way open for possible complete 
federal control; Feb 18, p 247. 


TRAFFIC CLUB OF of New York 
Freeman, Thomas J., Receiver, Interna- 
tional & Great Northern Railroad 
Company: In address before club de- 
clares that railroads should be al- 
lowed liberal profits; they should be 
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permitted to share in the prosperity 
they have created; good-will of the 
public and friendship of employes a 
railroad’s most valuable assets; Feb 
18, p 254. 


TRAFFIC CLUB of St. Paul 

Elmquist, C. E., Commissioner, Minne- 
sota Railroad and Warehouse Com- 
mission: Discusses proposed law for 
penalizing carriers for delayed pay- 
ment of claims and shippers for filing 
claims not well-founded; Feb 11, p 
225. 


Lapeer pining CLUBS, National Federation 


° 
See ‘‘National Federation of Traffic and 
Transportation Clubs.”’ 


TRANSIT PRIVILEGES 

See also ‘‘Milling-in-Transit” and ‘‘Rate 
Hearings and Arguments—Transit.”’ 

Commissicn Will Not Extend Except 
to Remove Discrimination: The Com- 
mission does not endeavor to estab- 
lish or extend transit privileges in 
the absence of discrimination. Ana- 
darko Cotton Oil Co et al vs A T & 
S F et al (2469), 20 I C C Rep, 43; 
Jan 14, p 70. 

Hay—Texas: State Commission issues 
rule requiring preservation of identity 
of diterent classes of hay on oyt- 
bound movement under transit rate; 
March 18 p 488. 

Memphis: See ‘‘Memphis—Grain.”’ 

Retroactive Inhibition Not Applicable: 
A transit, privilege that was effective 
for eighteen months and withdrawn 
through misunderstanding between 
carriers, and after a period of two 
and one-half months restored and 
continued in effect, cannot be re- 
garded in the same light as a newly 
established transit privilege and does 
not come. within the inhibition re- 
garding the retroactive application 
of such. privileges. Crescent Lumber 
Co vs a & O et al (3438), 201 C C 
rep, 230; March 11, p 437. 

Special: A privilege, savoring of a 
gratuity, however valuable and bene- 
ficial and however difficult of relin- 
quishment, cannot, as a matter of 
law, be continued by this Commis- 
sion, unless the original granting of 
the privilege rested on some legal 
obligation which under the law af- 
fords ground on which the Commis- 
sion could, as an original. proposi- 
tion, require that it be granted, or, 
if. discontinued, order it restored. 
Dougias & Co vs C RI & P et al 
(1828), 21 I C C Rep, 97; June 17, 
p 1075. 


TRA kre CLUB of Indilanap- 
olis 
Harrison, Fairfax, President, Chicago. 
Indianapolis & Louisville Railway: 
Addresses club on “Some Grounds 
for Encouragement in the Raiiway 
Situation’; sees practical benefits in 
rate decisions and Brandeis theories; 
believes American roads will continue 
to go forward and prosper; April 8, 
p 602. 
TRANSPORTATION CLUBS, National 
Federation of 
See ‘‘National Federation of Traffic and 
Transportation Clubs.” 


TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 
See ‘Facilities.’’ 


TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 
Defined: A transportation service is 
that which involves two terminal ser- 
vices; Akron Gravel & Cement Co vs 
B & O et al (Ohio R R Com); June 
10, p 1046. 


TREES 
See “‘Nursery Stock.” 


TRIPLEX CLOTH 
See “Textiles.’’ 


TRUMBULL, Frank, Chairman, Execu- 
tive Board, Chesapeake & Ohio Rail- 
way. 

Utterances: Discusses rate advance 
decisions; finds benefits therein, sees 
waste of efficiency and railroad de- 
velopment in multiplicity of state 
legislation; March 25, p 519. 


TUSTIN, J. S., President, Freight Claim 
Association. 

Utterances: Opening annual session 
of association, declares that negli- 
gence claims big toll; carelessness of 
both shippers and carriers helps swell 
loss and damage bill to $30,000,000 
per year; both sides should work to 
remedy conditions; June 24, p 1140. 


TWENTY-EIGHT HOUR LAW 
See “Live Stock.”’ 


UNDERCHARGES 
Collection of: The Commission adheres 
to its ruling that carriers must ex- 
haust legal remedies to collect under- 
charges, but declares the question of 
who is legally responsible for said 
charges one for the courts to decide 
(Conf Rul); May 20, p 926. 

Courts: San Antonio & Aransas Pass 
Railway sues Dickson Car Wheel 
Company in Texas state court for 
recovery of alleged undercharges; 
March 11, p 461. 


UNIFORM BILL OF LADING 
Treated under “Bills of Lading.”’ 


UTTERANCES 
Bassett, Ira §S., traffic manager, Pitts- 
burg Chamber of Commerce: Declares 
co-operation thrives in Pittsburg 
(part of Annual Symposium); Jan 7%, 


p 21. 

Bell, Oscar F., traffic manager, Crane 
Co: Growth of traffic clubs where 
shippers and carriers may meet on 
friendly ground significant feature of 
1910 (part of Annual Symposium); 
Jan 7, p 21. 

Bush, B. F., President, Missouri Pa- 
cific Railway: Addresses St. Joseph 
Proserity Dinner on “Renewed Ac- 
tivities of the Railroads,”’ new lines 
and enlarged facilities dependent upon 
additional capital; more revenue 
needed to strengthen credit to attract 
investment; June 10, p 1040. 

Clark, E. E., Interstate Commerce 

Commissioner: In letter to Traffic 
Manager Barlow of the Chicago As- 
sociation of Commerce, suggests that 
shippers stop running of statute of 
limitations in Burnham-Hanna-Mun- 
ger case, by filing claims with Com- 
mission as well as with carriers party 
to a reparation agreement; Jan 21, 
p ‘ 
—Denounces dilatory tactics ‘in set- 
tling straight overcharge claims; ship- 
pers and carriers should co-operate; 
discusses proper supporting of claims 
and warns that government will take 
hand unless needless delays are elim- 
inated; Feb 4, p 199. 

Coleman, B. Dawson, President, Cen- 
tral Operators’ Association of Penn- 
sylvania: Declares coal men are not 
yet ready to file suit with Interstate 
Commerce Commission against rates 
on bituminous coal to tidewater 
points; Jan 14, p 99. 

Delano, F. A., President, Wabash Rail- 
road Company: Feels new law hurts 
rate flexibility (part of Annual Sym- 
posium); Jan 7, p 21. 

—Holds commissions may be compe- 
tent judges of rates, but declares jus- 
tice of railroad charges cannot be de- 
termined by any yardstick methods; 
March 4, p 415. 

—In address before Traffic Club of 
Chicago finds much cause for opti- 
mism even in adverse rate advance 
decisions; sees good to honest rail- 
roads and shippers in strict regula- 
tion; May 27, p 941. 

Ellis, William, Commerce Counsel, Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St Paul Railway: 
Addresses Traffic Club of Chicago on 
regulation; declares need now is for 
constructive and permissive, as well 
as restrictive, supervision; railroad 
bourbon and railroad baiter are dying 
together; wants railroad representa- 
tion on commissions; March 18, 467. 

Elmquist, C. E., Commissioner, Minne- 
sota Railroad and Warehouse Com- 
mission: Discusses reciprocal claim 
settlement before St. Paul Traffic 
Club; would penalize carriers for de- 
layed payment and shippers for in- 
valid claims: Feb 11, p 225. 

Fay, Charles S., General Freight Agent, 
Sunset Route: Describes rate-making 
in the South, its origin and develop- 
ment, classification, theories of rate- 
making, divisional grouping of rates 
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Finley, W. W., President, Southern 


Freeman, Thomas J., Receiver, Inter- 


Glenn, John M., Secretary, Illinois 


Gould, George J.: 


Hansel, Charles E., Expert in Charge 


Harrison, Fairfax, President, Chicago, 


James, Francis B.: Opening session of 


56 
Johnson, L. E., President, Norfolk & 


p 946. 
Ketchum, N. S8S., Railroad Commissioner, 


Krake, Horace G., Commissioner, Busi- 


Lathrop, Gardner, General Solicitor, 


Lovett, R 


McAdoo, 


McCornack, Walter E., Attorney: Ad- 


Utterances 


and possible effect of long-and-short- 
= clause in South; March 18, p 









Railway Company: Addressing Wash- 
ington Traffic Club, he declares that 
ublic opinion molds regulation pol- 
cy; expansion or repression of rail- 
road activities rests upon popular in- 
terpretation of regulative laws; peo- 
ple and railroads should understand 
each other’s problems; Jan 21, p 127. 


national & Great Northern Railroad 
Company: In address before Traffic 
Club of New York declares that rail- 
roads should be allowed liberal profits 
and should be permitted to share in 
the prosperity they have created; pub- 
lic good-will and friendship of em- 
ployes a railroad’s most valuable as- 
sets; Feb 18, p 254. 


Manufacturers’ Association: Public 
knowledge of mutual dependency of 
shipper and carrier most significant 
development of 1910 (part of Annual 
Symposium); Jan 7, p 21. 

Denies rumors of 
split between interests identified with 
by Missouri Pacific; March 25, p 
31. 


of New Jersey Revaluations: Ad- 
dresses Southern Commercial Con- 
gress on valuation of railways, dis- 
cussing elements to be considered in 
making a fair appraisal; earning 
power, franchise and real value of 
oroneny among important factors; 
April 22, p 735. 
















Indianapolis & Louisville Railway: 
Addresses Transportation Club of 
Indianapolis on “Some Grounds for 
Encouragement on the Railway Sit- 
uation;’’ sees practical benefit in rate 
decisions and Brandeis theories; be- 
lieves American roads will continue 
to & forward and prosper; April 8, 
p 


committee on cemmercial law of 
American Bar Association, declares it 
necessary that business laws shall be 
practical and be in harmony with 
sound jurisprudence and commercial 
economics; June 10, p 1056. 


Western Railway Company: Ad- 
dresses Southern Commercial Congress 
on outlook for railways in the South; 
field for development is large, but 
extension of transportation service is 
dependent upon public attitude; gen- 
eral charge of watered stock on 
southern roads is unfounded; May 27, 


Iowa: Declares in favor of abolition 
of rigid state long-and-short-haul law, 
leaving rate thereunder discretion to 
commission; March 11, p 457. 


ness Men’s League, St. Joseph, Mo.: 
Harmony and efforts of carriers and 
shippers to get together meets hard 
sledding in 1910 (part of Annual Sym- 
posium); Jan 7, p 21. 


Santa Fe Lines: Addresses St. Jo- 
seph Prosperity Dinner on “The Rela- 
tions of Railroads to Prosperity;’’ if 
public and carriers will pool issues, 

times unexampled will follow; 


good 
June 10, p 1037. 

; ae President, Harriman 
Lines: Declares business outlook 
good; says rate advance decision will 
not affect policy of Harriman lines; 
Feb 18, p 270. 
—Declares general conditoins along 
system good; March 18, p 474. 

vm, President, Hudson & 
Manhattan Railroad: Advocates a 
square deal for both public and cor- 
porations; Feb 11, p 221. 





dresses Traffic Club of Chicago on 
railroad regulation; shows how na- 
tional government has assumed con- 
trol over transportation through the 
development of the commerce clause 
of the federal Constitution; sees way 
— for complete federal control; Feb 
18, p 247. 


—Discusses proper basis of return to 
public service corporations, inclining 
to view that capital stock should equal] 
cost of reproduction; March 4, p 421. 


McCrea, James, President, Pennsylvania 
Declares 
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System: indictments re- 
turned against roads. Vice-President 
McCabe, Hanna Co officials, etc., if 
for violations of the law, are for only 
technical and unintentional infrac- 
tions; May 6, p 831. 

McKellar, R. L., Assistant Freight 
Traffic: Manager, Southern Railway: 
Addresses Southern Commercial Con- 
gress On southern railroads, routes 
and ports; sees in opening of Panama 
Canal the South’s great commercial 
opportunity; March 25, p 514. 

MecVann, E. J., Manager, Traffic Bu- 
reau, Commercial Club of Omaha: 
Rate-making suffers paralysis pend- 
ing decision in general advance 
cases; maximum rate law needed 
(pert of Annual Symposium); Jan 7, 
p ‘ 

Morton, J. F., Traffic Manager, Chicago 
Association of Commerce: Addresses 
Chicago Transportation Association 
on the way to ship freight; dual du- 
ties involved in proper packing, mark- 
ing and routing of traffic; co-opera- 
tion will benefit both shipper and 
carrier; June 10, p 1049. 

Montgomery, Frank B., Traffic Man- 
ager, International Harvester Co.: 
Absence of prejudice in general rate 
cases significant feature in develop- 
ment of relations between shippers 
and carriers (part of Annual Sym- 
posium); Jan 7, p 21. 

Mote, E. E., Manager, Pacific Car De- 

murrage Bureau: Defends mainte- 
nance of demurrage bureaus, assert- 
ing that it is the only logical and 
practical way of impartially handling 
i service situation; March 4, 
p 4 
—Declares solution of prompt car re- 
lease question is a high demurrage 
rate; April 15, p 677. 
—Declares final report on $6 demur- 
rage rate shows about six times as 
many $1 cars were held overtime as 
$6; June 10, p 1065. 

Motter, Louis W.: Addresses St. Jo- 
seph Prosperity Dinner on “The 
Man Who Pays the Freight;’”’ condi- 
tions born of increasing regulation 
can best be met by frank and hearty 
co-operation; June 10, p 1049. 

Mudge, H. U., President, Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Railway: Addresses 
St. Joseph Prosperity Dinner on leg- 
islation vs. business; good laws 
should be enforced, but publicity will 
be a strong antidote against unwise 
statutory restrictions on big enter- 
prises; June 10, p 1042. 

Oglesby, H. R., Commissioner, Missouri 
Railroad and Warehouse Commission: 
Discusses prospects for new rate leg- 
islation for Missouri; Jan 14, p 93. 

Paton, Thomas B., General Counsel, 
American Bankers’ Association: Ad- 
dressing committee on commercial 
law of American Bar Association, de- 
clares bankers do not oppose full ne- 
gotiability of bills of lading; legis- 
lation on subject needed; praises Ste- 
vens bill; June 10, p 1054, 

Powell, John L., President, Johnston- 
Larimer Dry Goods Co: Declares that 
Southwest will seek legislative relief 
from Congress from present basing 
system; Feb 11, p 234. 

Ross, W. L., Vice-President, Chicago & 
Alton Railroad: Addresses Chicago 
Transportation Association on ‘Rail- 
road Conditions of To-day;’’ defends 
pleas for higher rates; criticizes scien- 
tific management; endorses publicity 
in railroad operation; April 22, p 734. 

Sewall, E. D., Assistant to President, 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St Paul Rail- 
way: Thinks conferences between 
shippers and carriers are less success- 
ful than heretofore (part of Annual 
Symposium); Jan 7, p 21. 

Sheridan, H., Traffic Manager, Balti- 
more Chamber of Commerce: Denies 
that recent grain rate complaint 
springs from any unfriendly feeling 
toward carriers; May 27, p 951. 

Smith, S. H., Traffic Manager, Sierra 
Railway Company of California: De- 
clares that all railroads ask is a 
square deal; and that the “honest 
business man’’ is responsible for many 
of the iniquities he now complains of; 
March 4, p 418. > 
Spencer, O. M., General Solicitor, Bur- 
lington Lines—West: Addresses St. 
Joseph Prosperity Dinner; railroads 
are great developers and should not 





Valuation 


be unduly hampered; more friendli- 
ness and less friction between car- 
rage aaa shippers needed; June 10, 
Pp ¥ 

Tener, John S., Governor, Pennsylvania: 
Recommends, in inaugural address: 
that state railroad commission be re- 
placed by public service board with 
aw increased powers; Jan 21, p 


Trumbull, Frank, Chairman, Executive 
Board, Chesapeake & Ohio Railway: 
Sees certain benefits to railroads in 
rate advance decision; waste of effi- 
ciency and railroad development in 
multiplicity of state legislation; March 
25, p 519. 

Tustin, J. S., President, Freight Claim 
Association: Addressing annual ses- 
sion, declares carelessness of shippers 
and carriers helps swell annual loss 
and damage bill to $30,000,000; both 
sides should work to remedy this con- 
dition; June 24, p 1140. 

Wayman, J. E. W., State’s Attorney, 
Cook County, IIL: Addresses Chicago 
Transportation Association at noon- 
day luncheon; declares government 
should keep out of railroad business 
and railroads out of government 
business; railroads should appeal di- 
rect to people; May 20, p 921. 

Willard, Daniel, President, Baltimore & 
Ohio Railroad: Sees dun outlook for 
improvements in the immediate fu- 
ture; Feb 11, p 219. 

Wrightman, G. A., ‘Secretary, Iowa 
State Manufacturers’ Association: 
Shippers are becomiag more alive to 
the importance of freight rates in the 
successful conduct of their business 
(part of Annual Symposium); Jan 7, 
p 21. 


UTAH 


Free Transportation: Resolution intro- 
duced in state senate making it ob- 
ligatory upon carriers to issue free 
transportation to legislators, state of- 
ficials and judges; March 18, p 464. 

Legislation: Coal—Bills introduced in 
both houses fixing maximum coal 
rates and regulating switching 
charges and car service (Feb 18, p 
258). Ogden Chamber of Commerce 
endorses bill (March 4, p 409). House 
kills bill; March 25, p 519. 
—Commission: Representative Crow 
introduces bill for creation of state 
railroad commission; measure is mod- 
=e Washington law; Feb 18, 
p . 


UTICA, N. Y. 


Traffic Bureau: Utica Traffic Bureau 
extends scope to include all Mohawk 
Valley shippers; name changed to Mo- 
hawk Valley Shippers’ Association; 
April 22, p 758. 


VALUATION 


Rates Based Upon: See “Rates, Re- 
leased.”’ 


VALUATION, Physical 


Apportionment: Apportionment on the 
basis of revenue is the most reason- 
able and equitable method of assign- 
ing the value of a railroad property 
in a state used for transportation to 
the various classes of its business in 
order to determine the reasonableness 
of its rate. Shepard vs Nor Pac et al 
etc (U S Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 

Congress Should Authorize: Congress 
ought to authorize a reproductive 
valuation of those railroads subject 
to federal jurisdiction. The interest 
of the public ought not to depend upon 
a valuation made entirely by the own- 
ers of these properties, no matter 
how honestly the work may be prose- 
cuted. In re Investigation of Ad- 
vances in Rates by Carriers in Offi- 
cial Classification Territory (3400), 20 
I CC Rep, 243; Feb 25, p 309. 

Congress: House committee on inter- 
state commerce decides time is too 
short to make report on Madden 
physical valuation bill and ends hear- 
ings on subject; Feb 18, p 252. 

Hansel, Charles E., Expert in Charge 
of New Jersey Revaluations: Ad- 
dresses Southern Commercial Con- 
gress on valuation of railways, dis- 
cussing elements to be considered in 
making a fair appraisal; earning 
power, franchise and real value 
among the many important factors; 

April 22, p 7365. 
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Reproduction—Interest on Cost: Inter- 
est on the cost of reproduction at the 
rate of 4 per cent during one-half the 
time requistie to acquire and con- 
struct it is a necessary expense and 
may lawfully be allowed 4s such. 
Shepard vs Nor Pac et al, etc (U. S. 
Cir Ct); April 15, p 646. 

Reproduction More Persuasive: In 
these cases, the cost of reproduc- 
ton new is more persuasive of their 
values than the market value of the 
stocks and bonds or the original cost 
of acquisition and construction. Shep- 
ard vs Nor Pac et al (U § Cir Ct); 
April 15, p 646. P 


VERA CRUZ, O. 


See “‘Routes, Through—Specific.”’ 


WAGES 


Economy in Payment: See “Rates, 
Reasonableness of—Advanced.”’ 


WAITERS 


See “Cars, Private—Employes.”’ 


WASHINGTON 


Complaints—Express Rates: Olympia 
to Spokane attacked as unreasonable; 
Feb 18, p 268. 

Decision—Pig Iron: State commission 
orders reduction in rates from Seattle 
to Everett from $1.60 to $1 per ton. 
Washington Stove Works vs Nor Pac 
et al; March 11, p 457. 

Grain: As result of agreement between 
state railroad commission and North- 
ern Pacific it is announced that grain 
rates on the Washington Central 
branch of the railroad will be re- 
duced; Jan 21, p 135, 


WASHINGTON LETTERS 


Are They Public Enemies: Can we ig- 
nore the importance of the railroads 
in the upbuilding of our internal com- 
merce? Should they be singled out 
for attack along lines resented by 
other enterprises? Jan 7, p 3. 

—See under same head under ‘“Spe- 
cial Articles.”’ 

Awakening, The: Wherein lies the 
danger in our economics? If there is 
a social revolution it will come after 
the elimination of the muddie-class 
citizen who stands as a buffer be- 
tween the very rich and the very poor; 
March 4, p 372. 

Business Conditions Invite No Pessi- 
mism: If advancement is slow it is 
perhaps because honest business 1s 
taking inventory of the future, with 
careful regard for its measure of re- 
wards; March 11, p 424. 

Character of Competition Has Changed: 

Recent hearings before Interstate 
Commerce Commission show passing 
of rate war and growing importance 
of commodity rivalry—a vibrant ele- 
ment with which the Commission 
must reckon; April 15, p 636. 

Co-operation Brings Benefits: Frank 
spirit of give and take between inter- 
ests directly concerned and enforced 
vacation of spellbinding politician will 
mean lasting gains; Feb 18, p 238. 

Giving Individual Opinion Proper 
Weight: There would be less friction 
if it were more generally realized that 
an expression by a commercial asso- 
ciation official or member is personal 
unless specifically endorsed by his or- 
ganization; March 25, p 496. 

Growing Comment an Index to Greater 
Interest: Listless are becoming 
aroused over the transportation ques- 
tion; the time is coming when changes 
in law will have the united support of 
—_ shippers and carriers; Feb 4, p 

Interest vs Importance: Hearings be- 
fore the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission that are of vast commercial 
importance often go by unrecorded 
by the daily press; southern papers, 
however, are among those that watch 
the activities of the national rate 
board closely; May 20, p 885. 

Jurisdiction the Big Question: How 
far the Commerce Court may go in 
reviewing the orders of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission must be 
early decided; May 13, p 841. 

Jurisdiction Up to High Court: Action 
of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion in appealing from decision of 
Commerce Court denying motion to 
dismiss in restricted fuel rate case 
will aid in early settlement of the 
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extent of power of the new tribunal; 
June 10, p 1025. 

Legislation: Attitude of leaders in Con- 
gress makes prospects of early 
changes in commerce law very re- 
mote; June 3, p 1012. 

Long and Short Haul Presents Per- 

plexing Problems: Proper interpreta- 
tion of amended fourth = section 
fraught with complexities; shippers 
and carriers not agreed as to correct 
application; April 1, p 536. 
—Hearing before Commission devel- 
ops wide divergence of opinion, but 
it seems that inauguration of rate 
system that would extend territory 
of jobbing cities would have no spe- 
cial value; April 8, p 596. 

Moseley: Secretary Moseley dies at 
Washington; a brief account of a life 
devoted largely to the improvement 
of the relations between railroads and 
their employes; April 22, p 705. 

Opportunity for a Traffic Manager: 
Country would hail industrial repre- 
sentative as a benefactor who wouid 
point out way to resumption of har- 
monious relations between shippers 
and carriers and where the present 
rate adjustment is out of line and 
Ay lee for its realignment; Feb 11, 
p 210. 

Our Capital City—A Study in Graphics: 
The plan of the city of Washington is 
a graphic representation of the influ- 
ence of the federal government in the 
control of our public service institu- 
tions; April 29, p 765. 

Parcels Post Comes Next: Hearings 
now going on before Congressional 
Committee on question of changing 
the postal laws; the future of the 
express companies and the attitude 
of ‘the country merchants big factors 
in the problem; June 17, p 1073. 

Pooling of Earnings Less in Disfavor: 
Conservative shipping interests fear 
less a legalized division of earnings 
between carriers so long as supervi- 
sion is exercised by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission; Jan 21, p 102. 

Principle the One Merit of Controversy: 
If, however, there is not to be con- 
tinual war, the law of compromise 
must enter agreements; country now 
in a reflective stage, ready to listen 
to wise counsellors; Jan 28, p 146. 

Railway Publicity and Co-operation: 
The best and most practical form of 
publicity for the carriers will be that 
that seeks conference wtih represen- 
tatives of the industrial interests; 
time now propitious for a restoration 
of harmonious relations; Feb 25, p 
274. 

Rate-Making by Statistics: Interesting 
possibilities of arithmeticaily deter- 
mining individual rates by a mathe- 
matically correct apportionment of 
operating expenses and general 
charges suggested by statistics filed 
in West Virginia coal case; June 24, 
p 1117. 


Roads- Aid Back-to-Farm Movement: 
Pennsylvania Railroad offers assist- 
ance in intensifying return-to-soil 
propaganda; Frisco system another 
leader; movement will benefit both 
country and carriers; March 18, p 464. 


Safety Hearing a Victory for Co-opera- 
tion: Sessions before Interstate Com- 
merce Commission on proposed régu- 
lations governing the transportation of 
inflammables remarkable for amount 
of harmony displayed; country has 
made great strides in safe carriage of 
dangerous articles; May 6, p 809. 


Rate Suspension Clause—Its Effect: No 

real rate initiative is left the carriers 
under the amended commerce act; 
public sentiment, however, will be a 
strong factor in governing the nature 
of the operation of the new provi- 
sions; Jan 14, p 54. 
—Suspension of Reduced Rates a 
Hard Problem: Question is now be- 
fore the Commission in New York- 
Chicago class rate tangle and Fort 
Worth packing house case; if reduc- 
tions are allowed, would railways 
have difficulty in returning to higher 
scale of charges? June 3, p 985. 


Transit—Shall It Be Abolished? Future 
of transit rates a coming problem; 
recent efforts to have flat in-and-out- 
rates on grain at primary markets in 
lieu of transit arrangements will aid 
in bringing matter to a head; May 
27, p 933. 
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WASHINGTON NEWS DIGEST 


Alaska Coal Lands; Jan 7, pp 8 and 9% 

—— Railroad Situation; Jan 21, 
Pp 106. 

American-Canadian Railway Commis- 
sion; Jan 7, p 8. 

Anti-Trust Prosecutions Halted; Feb 
11, p 215. 

Banking and Currency Legislation; Jan 
21, p 107. 

Bills. of Lading, Legislation Concern- 
ing; Jan 21, p 103; Jan 28, p 149. 

Bureau of Corporations; Jan 21, p 106. 

Cabinet Changes; Jan 7, p 8. 

Canadian Reciprocity Treaty; Feb 4, 
p 185; Feb 11, p 211; Feb 18, p 240; 
Feb 25, p 277. 

—” Heads Commission; Jan 14, 
p 55. 

Coal — Copper Production; Jan 7, 

1 


p 10. 

Commerce Court; Feb 4, p 183; Feb 11, 
p 211; Feb 18, p 239; Feb 25, p 276; 
March 4, p 376. 

ey ey Court Legislation; Feb 25, 
p 276. 

aes Foreign, in 1910; Jan 28, 
p 151. 

Congress; Jan 7, p 9; Jan 14, p 58; Jan 
21, p 104; Jan 28, p 147; ib., p 151; 
Feb 4, p 184; Feb 11, p 213; Feb 18, 
p 241; ib., 244; ib., 252> Feb 25, p 277; 
ib., 278; March 4, p 377. 

Consular and Diplomatic Reports: Jan 
21, p 107. 

Corporations, Report on; Jan 21, p 106. 

Cotton Manufacturers Meet; Feb 11, p 
215. 

Court of Customs Appeals; Feb 25, p 
281. 

Democratic Caucus; Jan 28, p 151. 

Department of Commerce and Labor, 
Bureau of Corporations; Jan 21, p 106. 

Department of Justice; Jan 28, p 150; 
Feb 4, p 186. 

Department of the Treasury; Jan 21, p 
108; Feb 4, p 187. 

Department of War; Jan 21, p 108. 

Elkins, Senator, Death of; Jan 7, p 11. 

Food Packages to be Marked; Feb 4, 


p 187. 

Foreign Commerce in 1910; Jan 28, p 
151. 

Foreign Railroads; Feb 11, p 216. 

Good Roads Movement; Jan 7, p 8. 

Great Lakes Commerce; Feb 11, p 215. 

Interstate Commerce Commission; Jan 
7, p 4; Jan 14, p 56; Jan 21, p 103; 
Jan 28, p 146; Feb 4, p 183; Feb 11, p 
210; Feb 18, p 238; ib., p 245; March 4, 
p 373; March 11, p 460. 

Japanese Treaty; Feb 25, p 281. 

Lumber Industry, Report of Bureau of 
Corporations on; Feb 18, p 242. 

Mail Pay; Short Line Railroads Want 
More Compensation; Feb 11, p 217. 
a Marine Congress; Jan 28, p 

151. 
Ocean Mail Subsidy; Jan 14, p 59. , 
Ocean Steamship Trust; Jan 7, p 10. 
— Food, to be Marked; Feb 4, 
Pp 5 
Pan-American Conference; Jan 7, p 8. 
Pan-American Conference; Feb 11, p 
215; Feb 18, p 242. 
Panama Canal Commerce; Jan 7, p 7. 
Panama Canal and Australia; Feb 11, 


p 216. 
Panama Railroad Rates and Divisions; 
Feb 25, p 279. 


——_ Railroad; Feb 4, p 187; Feb 11, 

Pp 4 

Parcels-Post; Jan 28, p 146. 

Patents, Compulsory Manufacture Un- 
der; Feb 4, p 186. 

Phosphorus Match Legislation; Feb 4, 


p 187. 
Physical Valuation of Railroads; Feb 
18, p 252. 
Postal Appropriation Bill; Jan 21, p 107. 
Postal Savings Banks; Jan 7, p 10. 
—- Appropriation Bill; Feb 18, p 
Postoffice Department (Second Class 
Rates); Feb 18, p 245. 
— Porter Decision; March 4, p 
Railroad Claims Allowed; Feb. 25, p 


Railway Mail Service: Jan 28, p 149; 
Feb 18, p 242; Feb 25, p 279. 

Ship Subsidy Legislation; Feb 11, p 215; 
Feb 25, p 281. 

Sleeping Car Certificates; Jan 28, p 151. 

a. Commercial Congress; March 
» DP : 

ae Pacific Land Patents; Feb 25, 
p ; 


United States Supreme Court; Jan 7, 
p 5; Jan 14, p 56; Jan 21, p 103; Jan 
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28, p 147; Feb 4, p 183; Feb 25, p 275; 
March 4, P 376, 

Uintah Railroad; March 4, p 379. 

Valuation of Railroads; Feb 18, p 252. 

Water Power Plants in Public Forests; 
Jan 7, p 9. 

Weights and Measures, New Uniform; 
Feb 25, p 281. 

White House; Feb 4, p 184. 

Woolen: Men Meet; Feb 4, p 188. 


WASHINGTON TRAFFIC CLUB 

Finley, W. W., President, Southern 
Railway Company: In address to club 
declares that public opinion molds 
regulative policy; expansion or Tre- 
pression of railway activities rests 
upon popular interpretation of regu- 
lative laws; people and railroads 
should understand each other’s prob- 
lems; Jan 21, p 127. 


WATER COMPETITION 
See also “Rates, Reasonableness of.” 
If Met, Shippers Should Benefit: When 
carriers choose to regard water com- 
etition, a shipper should receive the 
enefit of its recognition. Steinfeld & 
Co vs Ill Cent et al (3346), 201 C C 
Rep, 12; Jan 7, p 16. 


WAX PAPER 
See “‘Paper.”’ 


WAYMAN, J. E. W., State’s Attorney, 
Cook County, Illinois 
Utterances: Addresses Chicago Trans- 
portation Association at noon-day 
luncheon; declares government should 
keep out of railroad business and the 
railroads out of the government busi- 
ness; railroads should appeal direct to 
people; May 20, p 921. 


WEATHER INTERFERENCE 
See ‘“‘Demurrage.”’ 


WEIGHTS, Sash wf. 
Shreveport, La., to Marshall, Tex.: 
Held, That rate should not exceed 
6.5 cents, carload minimum 40,000 
pounds. Henderson Iron & Supply 
Works vs Tex & Pac (3459), 201 CC 
Rep, 159; March 4, p 393. 


WEIGHTS AND WEIGHING 

Carload, Minimum—Alternative: A com- 
modity rate at a prescribed minimum 
cannot be held to be unreasonable 
solely on the ground that a higher 
class rate applied to a lower carload 
minimum would, within certain lim- 
its, produce a lower charge. The rule 
for the alternative application of class 
or commodity rates when both are 
ublished in one and the same tariff 
is permissive and not compulsory. 
The fact that the two rates so pub- 
lished take different minima does not 
modify the rule. Goodman Mfg Co 
vs PCC & St Let al (3783), 211 C 

C Rep, 95; June 17, p 1080. 
—Fruits and Vegetables: Minimum of 
22,500 pounds, or 535 crates, of 
peaches, 40-foot car, under refrigera- 
tion from Georgia points not found 
unreasonable. Georgia Fruit Exchange 
et al vs Sou Ry et al (3322), 201 CC 

Rep, 623; May 20, p 891. 
—National Industrial Traffic League: 
Committee presents special report on 
weighing and check weighing; pro- 
posed regulations referred back to 
committee for further consideration; 
1 15, p 674. 
Fec-Bor-One Rule: This rule should 
also apply to flat cars; where carrier 
furnishes two shorter cars in lieu of 
larger one ordered by the shipper, 
rate thereon being named in tariffs, 
rate and minimum applicable to car 
ordered should govern. Minneapolis 
Threshing Machine Co vs C M & St 
P et - en’ 21 I C C Rep, 181; 
Check: ye > in the tariff providing 
that shipments of coal should not be 
weighed except at point of origin 
found unreasonable. Peters vs OosL 
et al (2910), 20 I C C Rep, 598; April 
* 72. 

ph scaling should ordinarily 
vern, and positive evidence of de- 
ective mechanism, clerical error in 
recording or other inaccuracy should 
clearly appear before there can be 


INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


substituted an estimated basis for a 
weight that prima facie must be ac- 
cepted as correct. Noble vs Detroit 
& T S et al (3261), 20 I C C Rep, 60; 
Jan 14, p 82. 

Estimated—Bottles: Held, That esti- 
mated weights should not exceed the 
following: Loaded—Two dozen quarts, 
95 pounds; two dozen 8-ounce pop, 
45 pounds. Empty—Two dozen quarts, 
50 pounds; two dozen 8-ounce pop, 35 
pounds. Fremont Bottling Works vs 
4 ~~ W et al (Neb R R Com); Jan 
, Pp 40. 

Lumber: Lumber traffic men discuss 
ways and means and possibilities of 
standardizing methods of weighing 
and check weighing; Feb 11, p 233. 

Over: National Hardwood Lumber As- 
sociation adopts resolutions scoring 
attitude of roads on overweight ques- 
tion; May 27, p 978. 

Minimum; Cartons, Corrugated Pulp 
Paper, or Pulp Cartons, Shipments in 
—Express: Held, That shipments so 
packed in containers over 70 and not 
over 90 inches, uncrated. should be 
taken at actual weight. Millinery 
Jobbers’ Assn vs American Express 
Co et al (2917), 20 I C C Rep, 498; 
April 15, p 642. 

—Restrictions on: See ‘“‘Claims— 
Packing Requirements to Restrict.” 
South Carolina: State commission is- 
sues rule giving carload shippers 
right to demand reweighing, when 
scales are accessible; May 13, p 875. 
Variations in: Where a carload of lum- 
ber was weighed twice and showed a 
variation, the weight obtained in 
weighing car both trucks at a time 
preferred to one obtained by weigh- 
ing them separately. Wheeler Lum- 
ber, Bridge & Supply Co vs Astoria 
& C R et al (3236), 20 I C C Rep, 10; 

Jan 7, p 18. 


WESTERN & ATLANTIC RAILWAY 
See “Georgia.” 


WHARFAGE FEES 
See “Terminal Charges.’”’ 


WHARF COMPANIES 
See “Terminal Companies.”’ 


WHARVES 
See “‘Terminal Facilities.”’ 


WHOLESALE MERCHANTS’ & MANU- 
FACTURERS’ BOARD 
See ‘Toledo, O.—Chamber of Com- 
merce.”’ 


WICHITA, Kan. 

Rate Adjustment: Carriers refuse to 
readjust rates from Mississippi River 
to interior Kansas points; Wichita 
Transportation Bureau of Commercial 
Club may take matter to Interstate 
Commerce Commission; June 10, p 
1032. 


WILLARD, Daniel, President of Balti- 
more & Ohio Railroad 
Utterances: Sees dun outlook for im- 
provement in the near future; Feb 11, 
p 219. 


WIRE COMPANIES 

Contracts, Discriminatory, Not Valid: 
The contracts between old subscribers 
and the defendant, even though valid 
when made, cannot, after Congress 
has undertaken to reguiate the rates 
and practices of telephone companies, 
be accepted as now justifying differ- 
ent charges as between different 
subscribers similarly situated, such 
undue discrimnation being forbidden 
by the act. Shoemaker vs Ches & 
Pot Tel Co (3596), 20 I C C Rep, 614; 
May 26, p 896. 

Dissimilarity of Conditions—Difference 
in Service Alone Justifies Difference 
in Rates: As between subscribers to 
a telephone service who are similarly 
situated, nothing but a difference in 
the service rendered or facilities fur- 
nished can justify a difference in the 
charges exacted. Shoemaker vs Ches 
& Pot Tel Co (3596), 20 I C C Rep, 
614; May 20, p 896. 

—Transfer of Subscribers from One 
Exchange to Another: The fact that 


Subject to Act: 
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Reports, Annual: 
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Zone Fares 





a few subscribers connected with 
a new exchange were previously 
connected with another exchange 
which was abandoned by the defend- 
ant from motives of economy in man- 
agement and efficiency of service is 
not such a dissimilarity of circum- 
stances and conditions as to warrant 
the exaction of the current charges 
from a new subscriber while for the 
Same service and facilities the old 
subscribers continue to pay the lower 
charges formerly exacted at the old 
exchange. Shcemaker vs Ches & Pot 
Tel Co (3596), 20 I C C Rep, 614; 
Maye20, p 896. 

Commission rules all 
lines transmitting interstate messages, 
or parties to an arrangement for the 
continuous transmission thereof, even 
though located wholly within one 
State, are subject to Act to regulate 
commerce and must comply with sec- 
tions 1, 3, 15 and 20 thereof; March 
25, p 527. 


WISCONSIN 
Courts: Special contract rates between 


municipalities and public service cor- 
porations must fall before rulings of 
state railroad commission. City of 
Manitowoc vs Man & Nor Trac Co 
(Wis Sup Ct); Feb 18, p 259. 

State board reduces 
rate on soft coal from Milwaukee, 
Sheboygan, Manitowoc and Green 
Bay. to Fox River Valley points from 
75 to 65 cents per ton; March 18, p 493. 
—Petroleum: Reduction in L C L 
rates on petroleum products from 
third to fourth class ordered by state 
commission. National Refining Co vs 
C & N W et al; Bartless-Maguire Oil 
Co vs CB & Q et al; April 18, p 626. 


Express: Representative Hurlburt intro- 


duces bill in state legislature to re- 
duce intrastate express rates 25 per 
cent (April 29, p 766). House com- 
mittee reports substitute measure 
which would reduce single line rates 
20 pe —. Fe rates 25 per 
cen une 3, p 5). State senate 
kills bill; June 24, p 1155. 

State railroad com- 
mission, in annual report, asks that 
law relating to issuance of stocks and 
bonds be strengthened and the com- 
mission’s field of investigation be 
broadened; Jan 14, p 96. 


WOODEN BARRELS 
Containers for Explosives and Inflam- 


mables: See ‘““Explosives—Containers.” 


WOODEN TANK MATERIAL 
See “Tank Material, Wooden.” 


WOODENWARE 
Long and Short Haul: 


Application of 
M. P. Washburn to file rates from St. 
Louis, Louisville and affiliated points 
to New Orleans, Memphis and group 
points lower than rates to points in- 
termediate denied (Order No 3); 
April 15, p 683. 


WOOL 
Rates: 


Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion orders general investigation into 
reasonableness of rates and practices 
governing the transportation of wool 
from western points to eastern desti- 
nations; May 13, p 859. 


Utah: Wool-growers, after series of 
conferences, reach co: “on that 
present adjustment a. ‘Iminates 


against inter-mountain sheepmen; ap- 
oy to Commission likely; Feb 18, p 


George A., Secretary, 
Iowa State Manufacturers’ Association 
Shippers are becoming 
more alive to the importance of 
freight rates in the successful con- 
duct of their business (part of An- 
nual Symposium); Jan 7, p 21. 


ZANESVILLE & WESTERN RAILROAD 
Mergers: See “Ohio—Mergers.” 


ZONE FARES 
See “Passenger Fares, 
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